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April 2005

Public Comments on the Draft EIS

This chapter contains the responses to comments received on the Southern
Corridor Draft EIS, both oral and written, from members of the public,
government agencies, and nongovernment organizations during the public
comment period. Individuals who commented on the Draft EIS are listed in Table
11.1-1 below along with their respective commenter identification number. This
number can be used to find the comments that were submitted and to locate the
corresponding table on which responses to each comment are provided.

Section 11.2 presents a reproduction of written comments and Sections 11.3 and
11.4 present transcripts of oral comments that were received in response to the
Draft EIS at the Hurricane and St. George public meetings. Comment documents
areidentified by the commenter ID number, and each statement or question that
was categorized as addressing a separate environmental issue is designated with a
sequential comment number.

Section 11.5 (Table 11.5-1) presents the responses to commentsto the Draft EIS
that were received. Responses to specific comments can be found by locating the
corresponding commenter 1D number and sequential comment number
identifiers.
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Table 11.1-1. Public Comments on the Draft EIS

Commenter and Affiliation ID Number
Ron McCollum C-01
(No name provided) C-02
Deana Mills C-03
(No name provided) C-04
Junius Campbell C-05
Mary Bray C-06
Roy Bray C-07
David Isom C-08
John Donnell C-09
(No name provided) C-10
James L. Dykmann — Deputy State Historic Preservation C-11
Officer (Archaeology)
Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma — Director, Hopi Cultural C-12
Preservation Office
R.G. Smith C-13
Charles Reeve C-14
Lavoid Leavitt C-15
Ray Rosenthal — Colliers International Real Estate C-16
Don Musich — Skyridge Homes C-17
Carol Musich C-18
Douglas Klein C-19
Royden Wittwer C-20
David J. Demas — City of St. George Cc-21
James Blanchmore — La Verkin City Board of C-22
Adjustments
Howard Bardwell C-23
Larry Bulloch — City of St. George C-24

11-2

Commenter and Affiliation ID Number

Jacqueline Dubois C-25
Jack M. Farnsworth C-26
Jay Beacham C-27
Sheldon Green C-28
Jay and Bonnie Mainteer C-29
Tom Hirschi — Mayor, City of Hurricane C-30
Tom Shelly C-31
Jim Steitz C-32
Deloss S. Hammon — Alliance Consulting C-33
Vyonne S. Mendenhall — A.R. Spilsbury Family C-34
Enterprises

John D. and Constance J. Clemens C-35
Joel M. Peterson and Elaine York — The Nature C-36
Conservancy of Utah

Calvin and Mona Lowe C-37
Paul and Dory Woollard C-38
Elaine Mills C-39
Glen Mills — Kings Court Properties C-40
Lea Thompson — Thompson Family Pecan Farm C-41
Jim Ward — Leucadia Financial Corporation C-42
Joseph Perrin C-43
(No name provided) C-44
Richard Spotts C-45
Ray Urbaniak C-46
Ronald Thompson — WCWCD C-47
Curt Gordon — SITLA C-48
Russell Bezette C-49
Richard DeLappe C-50
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Commenter and Affiliation ID Number
Daniel R. Patterson — Center for Biological Diversity C-51
Bob Hoffa — Grand Canyon Trust C-52
William H. King — Utah Native Plant Society C-53
Jean Binyon — Sierra Club, Utah Chapter C-54
Nina Dougherty and Mark Clemens — Sierra Club, Utah C-55
Chapter
Cynthia Cody — EPA C-56
William H. King and Tony Frates — Utah Native Plant C-57
Society; Bob Hoffa — Grand Canyon Trust; Daniel R.
Patterson — Center for Biological Diversity
Willie R. Taylor — U.S. Department of the Interior, Office C-58
of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Roger G. Taylor — BLM Arizona Strip Field Office; James C-59
D. Crisp — BLM St. George Field Office
John Harja — Utah Governor’s Office of Planning And C-60
Budget
Gary S. Espin — City of St. George C-61
Gene Sturzenegger — Winding River Realty Utah C-62
Alan D. Gardner, James J. Eardley, and Jay Ence — C-63
Washington County Commission
Gregg Frohman C-64
David Orr C-65
Lisa Mills C-66
Maria Tilelli C-67
Jere Gimbel C-68
Janet Gillette C-69
Kirsten Shaw Fox C-70
Henry R. Maddux — USFWS, Utah Field Office C-71
Hank Isaksen — Outlaw Ridge Development Co. C-72
Deloss S. Hammon — Alliance Consulting C-73

April 2005

Commenter and Affiliation ID Number

Darrell Hercyk C-74
Judith Allison C-75
R.G. Smith T-01
Sharon Orgill T-02
Dale V. Orgill T-03
Margaret Pamela Humphries T-04
Mrs. Dubois T-05
Mr. Dubois T-06
Mrs. Thomas Blake T-07
Brent Clove T-08
Burton L. Sant T-09
David Hyatt T-10
Desiree Whitehead T-11
Kenneth L. Allison T-12
Mary Farrington T-13
Lowell ElImer — Director, Dixie Metropolitan Planning T-14
Organization

Melvin L. Lloyd T-15

11-3
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11.2  Reproductions of Written Comment Documents

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-01 C-02
Donegan, Nicole
From: Ron McCaolium [ronmec @ redrock.net]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2003 4:58 PM
To: Donegan, Nicole
Subject: Southemn Corridor Poject APR 17 m
After viewing the proposed new road project from Hurricane to I - 15 I C-01.1
am deeply disappointed. This is a road that goes essentical nowhere and
won't for the next ten or fifteen years.
It will not relieve any traffic on SR -9 and will not assist in
relieving the traffic going to or from ST George. The only reason for
the road is to exist is to help developers sell property.
What we need is another access to 5T George that will help alleviate the Cc-01.2
traffic on State Road 9 and help remove the constant traffiic traffic .
jam on ST George Blvd. for people trying to access I-15.
Until the "New Airport® exists there is no reason for the the road and
even then unless you are traveling from the "proposed® Housing projects C'Ol3
to the *Proposed” Airport, the route has no value that I can see since
most traffic is going to be going to ST George. It certainly isn't any
quicker for tourist to go past the Airport to Zion. The only value for
the road at all is if you put it in at 4300 and State Road 9 they would
have to get rid of those nasty sewage ponds.
C-02.1
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-03 C-04
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) H)R Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) m
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Public Hearing Public Comment Form
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
CJ Newspaper Announcement [ Web Site O Invitation O Flyer [ Newspaper A ement [0 Web Site O Invitation O Flyer
O Other, 0 Other
Which elements of the Draft Ell\flmml,lﬂltnl Impact Statement for the So rridor Which elements of the Draft Envir I Impact St for the S n Corridor
project do you support? Zrped ol S oo lez‘%g) project do you support?
C-03.1 7 P)
2N &#
H 29008/ S
C-04.1
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources, Fola nt life, historical In:arks. cultural resources,
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignments that you feel the archaeological arm'acls. or other issues along the proposed nhgmme.ms that you feel the
Draft Envir 1 Impact § did not addgess adequately,  Z%* o 3 5%’ " Draft Envir I Impact S did not address adequately.
QYM Land  _cvalls ﬂc 2 ﬁ 42 ;,Z Lo :’% ol C-03.2
A
/
Z
Fi
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with information and allowed Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed
you the opportunity to adeguately voice your concerns? you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns? 4 =
7
What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future? What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future?
April 2005 Southern Corridor Final EIS 11-5
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-05 C-06
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I‘DR
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Public Hearing Public Comment Form

Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
ﬂ@ws]mper Announcement [ Web Site O Invitation O Flyer MNwspaper Announcement [ Web Site O Invitation O Flyer
0O Other, 3 Other,
Which el of the Draft Envi ital Impact § for the Southern Corridor Which elements of the Draft Environmental [mpnct Statement, I’nr the Southern Corridor C-06.1
project do you support? __ 5.7, s P, A../M;Z, 7 z

C-05.1 Which alternative do you prefer and why? Q g&H&E +le. Afo0 (ot C-06.2

C ot natss fie Iy 3 - ] &g ol EVRPLN =IO .
R e
i I ofloct I i PN TR VA,
e it " detlace cnde PR T
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural r Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological artifacts, or other issues nlong the proposed alignments that you feel the archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignments that ynu feel the C-06.3
Draft Envimnmntﬂ] Impnl:l Stat t dld not add, .
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed Do ided i
you feel that this puhlic hearing p you with il information and allowed
you the apportunity to adequately voice your concerns? yml the npporlumly to adequﬂltly voice your concerns?
Kt tine Zo He Soeus
What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future?
<7 .
;/A Fire  Ledlmd Zired o mmm(fz' Ly AT
T
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-06 C-07
(cont’d) 2
Southern Corridor M
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) m Oraft Eny;ronmgnmp‘-l]mpog Statement (DEIS) I_DR
Public Hearing Public Comment Form - Public Hearing Public Comment Form
Additional comments (attach additional sheets if ¥)
y C-06.4 Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
Gned ol AiatToan L4 g i l-:-n,'.. s = JH Newspaper Announcement (0 Web Site ) Invitation O Flyer
e A = Y anny B O R : O Other,
— : i he + _:!_:_-_ Gago )
Ao s  wdoavalles &4 ,L,M; rivpadtt. 0 o -_F'_l ‘Which elements of the Draft Envir I Impact § for the Southern Corridor
L s Qonvnas 1 1 d 2 project do you support?
‘Which alternative do you prefer and why? C-07.1
2 ! - :
bcxuld 03t bt Au\n(}\*(\f"n}d Ous _al?e auether
Lt fCtums #o b2 [pact 'strurive op Fha tuuivoupmen?, T
' ake (4 * ! L
‘J’.Hlln'n"c_ Fheir gwn Foad S
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed allgnments that you feel the
Draft Envir | Impact S did not address adeq
Name: m Qs i H’\ B
Organizati [ Y .
. £ 3 you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed
City, State, Zip: hlz_._. ALCO R u’.r g ‘( 137 you_the opportunity to ndaqu’zgely voice your concerns?
Phone Number: _(35- S975  E-mail: Mary @ resoyree vealizat ions.comd §22 2ES by = T hod Kuowe pobiar FuesmOul 70 Gk
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? _~ Yes No -
£ i £y 7
Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project CouC Lppd.
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Ine.
www.udot.utah.gov/se. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100 j i
by May 30, 2003, Salt Lake City, Wﬂ;:ﬂ;? . What other transportation projects should UDOT e;flore in the future? —
..
) Mobs To15 e XS Aetwde. S brcorgl lurtast
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-07 C-08
(cont'd) :
Southern Corridor . Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Staterent (DEIS) I—DR Draft En\_,rironmgnial Impact Staterment (DEIS) I‘DR
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Public Hearing Public Comment Form
Additional comments (attach additional sheets if ¥):
i chey 1;1‘1 gute yau o, move T iicly b ar?) g2 all C-07.2 Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
1. e
Newspaper Announcement [ Web Site O Invitation (O Flyer
Cbk you trada (ows fasgd ©ftewdivie +o g0+t fansd /ﬂoﬂur
ahiuna Fiute g 7 i
o Which elements of the Draft Envi | Impact Stat t for the Southern Corridor
project do you support?
1 C-08.1
ey 7z ‘_J ,.%;“”Zt...l
o] st 2 lepprmnd
/ "7’" : ﬂ!’.ﬂ
A 'I. ’ I m." > !’!I ’
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignments that you feel the
Draft Envir Impact did not il
Name: __ (o ¥ By ay
Organizati Seif
City, State, Zip: Hatbicane yT 84727 Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with information and allowed
Phone Number: 4252~ 975~ E-mail: _poy2( /aTowei#, Com you the oppoctunity boadequately yolcb your concerns?
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? Yes _L—To
Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
www.udot.utah.govise. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107 ‘What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future?
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-09 C-09

(cont’d)
Southern Corridor

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) m
Public Hearing Public Comment Form

Southern Corridor
m Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) m

Public Hearing Public Comment Form

Additional (attach additional sheets if necessary):
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. C-09.2
;E/:' paper A O Web Site O Invitation O Flyer
0 Other,
Which el of the Draft Envil 1 Impact St for the Southern Corridor
project do you support?

C-09.1

Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignments that you feel the
Draft Envi I Impact S did not add leq ly.

Name: J""-a Dgﬂhnﬂ-!/

Organization: Vi f0 L vl fresevvetion Assoc 3 fuoevs Teals Goma 77
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequatg information and allowed City, State, Zip: S7 Geerpe, YT &7 72
you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns?___Fe s Phone Number: &35 -GSt Y40/ E-mail:

Would you like to be added to our mailing list? _&~ Yes No

Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Profect

mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
www.udot.utah.govisc. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107

What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future?
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-10 C-11
i ~ " T T4, P
~ Southemn Corridor State of Utah UnansTaTe -
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—i)R e ke AN \@f‘«
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Di:iaim: of State History :

Utah State Historical Society
300 fts Grande
Sadt Lake City, Utah 84101-1182
(801) 533300 FAX: 533-350 TDD: 53335030
\ashsihistory siate mlus hitpoihistory, utsh srg

Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. APR 1 2003

April 4, 2003

ki\'cwspaprr Announcement 0 Web Site O Invitation O Flyer

0 Other

Which elements of the Draft Envir I Impact § for the Southern Corridor

project do you support? . Vincent lzzo

~ HDR Engineering, Inc.
— 39495 South 700 East, Suite 100
_ Salt Lake City UT 84107-2594
— ] RE: DEIS for the Southem Corridor Project
Which alternative do you prefer and why? L300 fasead ) C-10.1 In Reply Please Refer to Case No, 99-0576
MesT st Cadrmlly Cocatad Dear Mr. Izzo:
Gl Clos o Y~ LS Freew ag _
“ge The Utah State Historic Preservation Office received the referenced information on Aprl 1,
- — = 2003. After consideration of the Itation request in behalf of the FHWA, the Utah
Preservation Office provides the following per §36CFRS00.
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignments that you feel the USHPO offers no technical comments for the draft EIS. The understanding and analysis of C-11.1

Draft Envir I Impact § did not address adequately.

Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed
you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns? [ Ka

“P
\\'h?l other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future?__fye i

_dip_ur,_w' 0 pocissed PV N
AT bl wips ¢ st guof oo ¢ = ;
Edgd T Fuit [0 < S ooz Locelde

historic and archaeologi y is appropriate and should be useful in understanding the
undertaking’s potential to effect cultural resources.

This information is provided to assist with Section 106 responsibilities as per §36CFR800. My
email address is: jdykman{@utah.gov

Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer - Archaeology

JLD:99-0576 FHWA

c: Susan G. Miller, NEPA/NHPA Specialist, Region Four Envi I
Utah Department of Transportation, 1345 South 350 West, Richfield UT 84701

Praserving and Sharing Litah's Past for the Present and Future

11-10
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
04/04/03 08:09 FAX 520 734 2331 Cultural Preserv @o2 C-12 0470403 08:08 FAX 520 734 2331 cultural Preserv @03 C-12
(cont’'d)
T H E Susan G, Miller
December 26, 2001
OPI TRIBE et
Wayne Taylor, Jr. to assist the FWHA and BLM in !'ulﬂlllng lhelr datory requi under the National
P Historic Preservation Act, the Arch al P Act, the Native American
Elgean Joshevama Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, and BLM's policy on tribal consultations, the Hopi C-12.2
. Cultural Preservation Office requests consultation with the FWHA, UDOT, and BLM to discuss
the proposed draft Memorandum of Agreement, and repatriation and disposition of human
December 26, 2002 remains and associated objects culturally affiliated to the Hopi Tribe that may be discovered as a
iller, NEPA/NHPA Specialist result of this project.
Region Four, Utah Department of Transportation
1345 South 350 West And we therefore request that the Federal Highway Administration, in taking the lead for
Richfield, Ugah 84701 consultations on this project pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act, facilitate this
request in order to resolve these issues prior to proceeding with this proposal. To address our
Re: SP-LC53(1): Southern Corridor concerns and questions, we reiterate our 1999 invitation to Monigomery Archaeological
Consultants,-and extend that invitation to FWHA, UDOT, and BLM. to meet in Kykotsmovi to
discuss this sed project.
Deuar Ms. Miller, proposed proj
Please contact Lancll Yeowtewa at 928-734-3612 to confirm and appoiniment. If you
Than you for your correspond dated D ber 9, 2002, regurding the Utah have any questions or need additi please contact Clay Hamilon or Terry
Department of Transp (UDQOT) propesing to provide an altemative route between Morgar at the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office. Thank again for your consideration.
Hum:um, and St. George, Uwh. As you know, the Hopi Cu!lunll Pn:scrv.lllnn Office prevlously
I diora pondence from Montgomery Archacological Ct unthls p
in the uttachdd letter dated May 25, 1999. Therefore, we appreciate your 2 itati
of our input find your ellons to address our concerns.
The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office has reviewed the enclosed Draft Detcemination of isiwma, Director
Eligibility of| Cffect and Draft Culinral Resunrce and Fossil fnventory of Utah Depectment of wltural Preservation Office
Tmn.ffmrmrrwl sSulllem Corridor Praject, \Vadlmgma Cauun Utah, by Montgomery
Arch 1 We note that the survey id 104 ie/p ic and Enclosures: May 25, 1999, letier 1o i
13 mulu-cnmpnn:m sites, and that each of the aliematives will adverscly affect between 20 and Apil 3. 000 aver 1o LM "’"";"" Kathlom C‘“"‘“
22 sites. mary of which are on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands. Therefore, the Hopi uly 242002, leusk 1 Sty Momon
Culiural Preservation Office has determined that many historic propertics of traditional relig ¢: John Fritz. M I Consull 167 D Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84103
and cultural importance will be affected by this undertaking, Greg Punske. unh Dms.on FHWA. 2520 West 4700 South. Suite 9A. Salt Lake City, UT 841151847
Utah State Histaric Prescrvation Office
. . n . ., A. Jerry Meredith, Manager. BLM. Cedar Ficld Office
] .Ffs you know. BLM Instructional Memoranda 98-131-2, prohihit reburial of human C-12.1 Clay Hamiltan, Hopi Cultural Preservation Office
remuins and Ob_rccls subject to the Native American Graves Protection and Sully Wisely, State Director, BLM
Reputriution Act originating or 1 from BLM administered land on BLM lund. Therefore, Garth Portillo. BLM Uah State Office
we oppuse the data recovery proposed on BLM land under current BLM procedures. Enclosed
are copies offour April 3. 2002, letter to BLM Dircetor Kathleen Clarke and our July 24, 2002.
lelter o Secretury of the Interior Gale A. Norton, which stale our opposition to this policy.
We d the Federal Highway Administration (FWHA) will be the lead agency for
the En | Tmpact § for this proposal. And , in order for the Hopi Tribe
0. B0X 123— KYKQTSMOVI, A7 — BEO3S — [520] 7343000
April 2005 Southern Corridor Final EIS 11-11
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-13 C-13
(cont’d)
Southern Corridor . Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) R oy = Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) B
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Southern Corrido Public Hearing Public Comment Form

Additional (attach additional sheets if ¥

Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. o T T © Lt ! N ¥ - C-13.3
N
[

ééuwspaper Announcement [ Web Site O Invitation [ Flyer
0O Other,

Which elements of the Draft Envir 1 Impact S for the Southern Corridor C-13.1
project do you support? _A { ;! LesF 2

. o RE A A o &

A MNEWw BRIDGE AT THE NARGIW R NER  Anp o —

MECT Tu A NEW oNE OFF RAMl on 51 BE[IFEN"T
= SHNVER REEF.

Which alternative do you pm{er and why? f_-
AENE , T f

Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,

archacological nrllrm:t-a, or other issues along the proposed alignments that you feel the

Draft Envir | Impact Stat t did not address adequately. s, =
THE LAY, G AHEAD,

NSW_M Q’ ‘% FE&R!”A—RW S'ukv.rlf..:ﬂ-._

A NE
£/ Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed C“_)r' State, Zip: HURRICANE ~UrAl  E4T37

you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns? — =5 Phone Number: (.35 - 78 (.8 [ o—
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? __ =~ Yes No
Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project

* mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.

www.udot.utah.govise. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100

What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future? C-13.2 by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107

ANOTHER— 4 ZaNE RoAD MoRTH oF .=, 9

-

%A lr=r & M-
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
c-14 C-14
(cont’'d)
) Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
% = Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—D?

Southern Corritior Public Hearing Public Comment Form Public Hearing Public Comment Form

Additional comments (attach additional sheets if necessary):

Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.

C-14.3
X Newspaper Announcement (J Web Site O Invitation (3 Flyer
O Other.
Which elements of the Draft Envir | Impact § for the Southern Corridor
project do you support? C-14.4
C-14.5

C-14.1
I towas
-0 wea‘r)
260 Loowt
E 15
o Mucl Ted oo SE-¢
Please list any important m!dllfe, plant life, historical laindmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological nrnrms, or other issues along the nrnposed nlignmenu that you feel the
Draft Envir | Impact § did not add 1 Aoz
Name: f‘::%/
Organization: lga ey
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed City, State, Zip: ,
you the opportunity to adequalely voice your concerns? O L . Phone Number: 435 635 - /2 E-mail: Qm@ummg_@m
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? _ > Yes No
Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
www.ndot.utah.govise. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107
C-14.2
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-15 C-16
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR ey Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I‘DR
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Sauthern Corridor Public Hearing Public Comment Form
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
B/Newspnper Announcement O Web Site O Invitation O Flyer Newspaper Announcement [ Web Site O Invitation [ Flyer
OOther_______ Other,
Which elements of the Draft Envicppmental Impgect Statement for the Southern Corridor Which elements of the Draft Envir I Impact Stat for the Southern Corridor
project do you support? project do you support? _sower aiey  Frmemws psw T Sorsmmmas C-16.1
o — AT G ETTakl FHE  Aradeliles S Foammecinseges  Seliéor
ﬁquD‘L(/L/ Clhates 4. cp @0 2 ?'/lzmsf—‘ C-151 _ BAID T Fasrrali.  mPaspepesad ol wale Soprass (321 Dol
AL 7 b e T Y) WO ATl
. SoeTriai RCsDae Couve o ﬂf X7 % A S22, &9
Which alternative do you prefer and why? Which alternative do you prefer and why? ,iﬁé WEST ~ F7 sotones
T BeE  ontlts  Baws Afmepenis i amrs diso s= C-16.2
THET FLeRET EX R ST —
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources, Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural r
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed nllgnrmnls that you feel the archacological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignments that you feel the
Draft Envir Impact S did not address adequately. ;‘J o Draft Envir I Impact S did not address adequately.
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed
you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns?_~\f (a4 -~ you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns? M5
What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future? What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future?
11-14 Southern Corridor Final EIS April 2005
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-16 C-17

(cont'd)

Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR
Public Hearing Public Comment Form

Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR
Public Hearing Public Comment Form

Additional comments (attach additional sheets if necessary):

C-16.3 Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.

ewspaper Announcement [ Web Site O Invitation O Flyer
Other

—MMMLW_CZLM ‘Which elements of the Draft E mpact Stat l’or the Southern Corridor
project do you support? _//.r/( f " rasl //G v

C-171

Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignmn:nl.s that you feel the

Draft hnvlmnw‘aﬁ pact Statement did not address ad,

Name: ;f'-;' > /fgfa/fmd.

Organization: %ﬁmﬂ,_w_mw g

City, State, Zip: sz g, - ot P FIE Do you feel that ll.llx public hearing p_rovided you with adequate information and allowed
Phone Number: E-mail: e you lhjnpporhmlt)' to adequately voice your concerns?
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? __X Yes No }/ﬁj
7
Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
www.ndot.utah.govisc. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107 What other transpertation projects should UDOT explore in the future?

o T A
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-18 C-19
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) R Draff Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) B
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Public Hearing Public Comment Form
MAY 8 2003
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
%ewsmpﬂ- Announcement [ Web Site Ol Invitation  (J Flyer Newspaper Announcement [ Web Site  [J Invitation Eéy;r
0 Other. O Other.
Which elements of the Draft Envir 1 Impact § for the Southern Corridor Which e‘:em!nts of the E’ral'l Envir 1 Impact § for the Southern Corridor
project do you support? Sl = /_Ir - S i LT c-18.1 project do you support?
' He 5
= C_/dw.ra-p v yboe s c-19.1

\5# a.v.{:er{*g( 3 L weuddd pe 1{' TS réf.-f; mg’«: i chw/r/

Which alternative do you prefer and why? Hlch altecantive da You prefer and why: osen
AR ; st
- ok  Liveg /f(é’ﬂ{ G5 A-g05 ]
. i 7 _of 9249
oy 24, e

by Byoct O ALl i B O 1 q;)}{f:/yﬁbﬁ‘
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical land e sk any. '“‘l"’ WIRC MEy IV ANE Vs INSRDEAER
archaeological arut‘n:l& or other issues along the proposed allgnmen!.s thnl you I'ul the :)r:“h;ngloﬂcal nrl]fm:l[sm;;::]ler Jssues ﬂ;f:i::e E:omd n!ign.menls that-you feel the
Draft Envir I Impact § did not address 1y. ly. -'::,{J C-19.2

oy e S(o g .

R - 2 e/

=XITIE .e?;\c.sn.'qf R o

Do you feel that this public hearing p 1 you with information and allowed Do ymﬂZl that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed

you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns?

What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future?

you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns?

-—-d-'*‘ 2 i
7 @@t Joa
A 2 12/
ALoee ?;).d44r

What other transportation projects should U%T explore in the future?
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-20 C-20
(cont’d)
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
=~ Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) R Py Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) R
Seshe Eirur Public Hearing Public Comment Form Southern Corridar Public Hearing Public Comment Form
(I B
l;lf‘ tell us how you found out about this puhli?{ng, C-20.2
Newspaper Announcement 00 Web Site Invitation O Flyer
0 Other, (’I‘f—,ﬂdv
Which elements of the Draft Envir 1 Impact § for the Southern Corridor
project do you support? &Lt
St Nelre T
C-20.1

Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed n!lgllml:nls that you feel lhe
Draft Envir I Impact S did not address adeq ly.

Name: n/. t)éh L)' !étu.l‘f-r 3

Organization: o 4 g :

City, State, Zip: 2 i

Phone Number: i

Would you like to be added to our mailing list? Yes No

Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project

mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.

www.udot.utah govise. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future? by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

11-18

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
c-21 c-21
(cont’d)
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) R Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) R
Public Hearing Public Comment Form MAY 0 ¢ 2003 Public Hearing Public Comment Form
Additional comments (attach additional sheets if necessary): T he poject DB o necesancy
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. W&mﬁd@h&;ﬁw C-21.2
.
ET Newspaper Announcement (1 Web Site mlwtlon B'ﬁ/yer s T con't wwant the mud fo q¢_amuad o Sapel Halles
O Other.
Which elements of the Draft Envir | Impact § for the Southern Corrid condeoleel amol [l oo 2, oulel macwe fravas! g
ijl:c le‘l nn;:z sttt i P | 5 o Son cs fossiblt ged no lale  thee Hhi aipet comspmicfron .
C-21.1
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the prnposed. nllgnmem.s that you feel the
Draft Envir I Impact § did not add ]
Name: j!gﬂg‘ J- {}fmi
Organization: _(\fy of Sf. Gevge
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed City, State, Zip: ﬂi&_zm_&,._su-’nm,_az.__mm__ﬁ
you the opportunity to adequately voice your mmrns?_\#s Phone Number: 435 - 6 79-2 E-mail: Mﬁ_&ﬁ—sﬂf_ﬂ___
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? ___ Yes — No
Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
www.udot.utah.govisc. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future? by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107
Nordhern RBelt roube  Fipm New m.f 13w kﬂ'-lﬂﬁh-w:e west do
BWFf street
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-22 C-22
(cont’d)
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR

Public Hearing Public Cornment Form Public Hearing Public Comment Form

Additional comments (attach additional sheets if necessary); - C-22.3

= g s T o= ity o )

Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.

ﬁNewspnper Announcement [ Web Site O Invitation O Flyer

0O Other.

Which elements of the Draft Er 1 Impact § for the Southern Corridor C-22.1
projectdo yousupport? 27" zeen., LHaz i o fean emdicrinis

Lo zenld Ly v Aot

Which nl!ative u prer and why ‘,__ ,4?9‘90:10 }(@Z}/ C-22.2

Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,

archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignments that you feel the
Draft Env | Impact § did not address adequately.

Bicaw of ey
L4 7

MName: M 4 5/ Krsc et

Organization: Lwed of Lottecelnset: ~Tellede L4

City, State, Zip: o Leshp?  Ecluy <

Phone Number: £34~ &/ 52 E-mail: /4 getcarpot o] Heidy | ey
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? _~~ Yes No

Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with ade
ately voice your com-.erns'.’ i

y 2ty gy ol

quate infgrmation and allowed

e

Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
www.udot.utah.gov/se. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107

What other transportation projects should explore in the
f Y Ade | ey P

LU £ z A
Aoy Plesy @ .:!,A;,/_..,.“‘,

futyre? -

=t

*
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-23 C-24
Southern Corridor Do Nicole
' —onegan, ~coe
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I‘Dv{
i : 2 o From: Izm. Vincent
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Sent: Mayw 2003 6:35 AM
To:
MAY 12303
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. e Vincent Izzo
= HDR Engineering Inc.
i = > Salt Lake City ERM Section Manager
gg:;s:nper Announcement [ Web Site O Invitation O Flyer 2 11 Tinoeat TokAdng. o
> phone: 801-281-B89%2
= cell: B01-913-3346
Which elements of the Draft Envir I Impact Si for the Southern Corridor =
project do you support? 5
Original
From: Larry Bulloch [mailto:lbulloch@infowest.com]
Sent: Monday, May 12, 2003 8:14 AM
To: Izzo, Vincent
Subject: Southern Corridor Draft EIS comment
Which alternative do you prefer and why?_ G5 Mo 4300 ) o Mersadue C-23.1 Deie Vansa;
if mae ol M Jowsr pacd o Hoeerhos The Ruen alluadies hae I hove the following comments on the EIS:
: - : . pg. 1-6: MPO designation has taken place as well as committee C-24.1
reorganization.
pg. 1-9: Transit service is now provided by St. Gecrge and the transit plan C-24.2
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources, L bk e ’ BEILY S B e s
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the prnposed allgnmenls that you feel the pg. 1-10&1-11: Bus service has changed. C-24.3
Draft Envir | Impact S did not add ¥. ayen
g C-23.2 Pg. 2-22: St. George Improvements need to be updated. C-24.4
Thank you,
Larry Bullech
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adeq information and allowed
Yyou the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns?__ L, o
What other transportation projects should_UDOT explore in the future?__77¢ C-23.3
nd 7 BT n.{.f,..u..t A R AT T
ach ide f Mmrcaut T SRER darl if e ot
be a niuch npedel o thionatio
1
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-25 C-26
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR
Public Hearing Public Cornment Form Public Hearing Public Comment Form
Ad (attach additional sheets if necessary):
ot ~ Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
Q boffean \Ora o
O Newspaper Announcement 0 Web Site O Invitation O Flyer
A7 / ., . D-Other_NEigwdor.
o AP0 Wied iy nod
i e 2nule. C-251 Which elements of the Draft En Impact for the Southern Corridor
project do you support? J?ﬂd u’!ff ;‘?ﬁt’?ﬁﬂfﬁ'ﬁh’&
- £ i
LTI oAU padag | porse , paluho— EY ﬂ/r Fx.zwmr L si 1y s C-26.1
= A— ) Amim— - 2 y oF 7E_AiTEgsari B e
Neean mf Jome- 72 3 7% PO T2 T 7 &
f e e TR
[
whlcﬁ alrerl;l‘;lj‘\{'g dn?ﬂu prel"r nnﬂ why" APy \ulssr As /tA'Afd-ﬂVE
EtTHER oF THE 2T oLl
/4 (vl e
Rslsases OE T-45
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological nrtlfnl:lﬁ. or other issues along the proposed alig—nmn.nl.s that you leel the
Draft Envir | Impact S did not address [y
T Hagwr o5 HoNE
Name: j:?f’-u T \DUBO/$‘
Org i i
City, S Zip: e 3 i
ph!;::e :ul:,h: [Aorrcena - 2 ,:) 7 B&y737 Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed
] e you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns? I~ 72%nif voy O:0 A4
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? Yes No g ,é:g OE Ziviml LIS 0t sTtoV . TVE Msagd 1 id— Nl Ties
Proder Rul” MSYSR UMDERCZOD (T ysnh 3 RSP 3008 :“m,?z -
Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
www.udot.utah.gov/sc. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107
What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future”
L RURLABE poTIell [T ST SR 70 fREar (6 C-26.2
T T Ja? i sinal £ N 3T GIokrE 7o ZolS Thevid
&ﬁ-"‘zﬂ\r [on (Bpafians ﬁ:I (ol 72 Zi'!n{ TELN A5 oM K?_
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-26 C-27
' a2
Southern Corridor (cont'd) 5/30)e3
; ; Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I‘DR TD UDO] // DR Ew W LR
outhernBarritor Public Hearing Public Comment Form s VNP {fi‘mcl f‘o ‘Hf% & S7L '!“ df)c %
onS/rucl ion
N o mémmruw i _uﬁp\mwu
Additional (attach sheets if y): ‘-glwﬂ"é 7S 9Na i - E£ Co71
o, gj'/
ffo——F s 350p Tosir APlesakves C.26.3 “8"" Y A"“J@JP
7 : aﬂ%ﬂm‘ i{m.c % or A@ i
.&m%cw Adenro> QN &7& YM/EZ’“J&
i %M Ao Mg
W ngm oa AA fiz?@rl
Rk »@%
%rujéa’
» 5 e [
— 7 Name: \-‘!HC)(’ Vo d ;WW

Gl ?

City, State, Zip: ﬂummu L 7 _S4727 i 5 é[zf

Phone Number: _4524= £347-4#F //  E-mail: @ s

Would you like to be added to our mailing list? ____ Yes No

Leave this comment form in the drop box, oul'h:.:n Corrider Projgct

mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.

vww.udot.utah.govise. All comments must be recei 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100

Salt Lake Ci 4107
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-28 C-28
A (cont’d)
_ Southem Corridor aed Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) R Braf Endia ey it R
Public Hearing Public Comment Form A EINRONMETER MRGCE SIoRearT (B -
Public Hearing Public Comment Form
RT3

Additional comments (attach additional sheets il ¥
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
0 Newspaper Annou nt 00 Web Site O Invitation O Flyer
ﬂomerwf Mo — To f  Typo  Wed  HEkwnzfye c-28.3
Which elements of the Draft Envir | Impact § for the Southern Corridor 7 ;t m ﬁ: = rm 7 ?D‘_j": j =3 _,/; C.a_7‘17¢- S
project do you support? 74

— L ra AL YL
P Il L é
— 7 Vel 2 F 7 ST
Which alternative do you prefer and why? 71-'3 &0 (s 7
L " ra g2
S adyg oo Foo<i e T Ay C-28.1
ot g r¥ ol )
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological nrl.ll’ucts. or other issues along the proposed nl:gnmguts that you feel the
Draft Envir I Impact S did not address adequately.
—> Name: D Zb/én Creen (M,

Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed Org; /“‘f?t‘éﬂr feod
you the opportunity to adeguately voice your concerns? Cny, Stnle. ZTG L U7 BRTET

Phone N IE2 T8 Bk

Would you like to be added to our mailing list? _ " Yes 3 No

Leave this comment form in the drop box, outhern Corridor Proje

mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.

o & . » www.udot.utah.gov/se. All comments must be receiv 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
What ﬁgr trans, rtlnn projects sh nd PO expl re in thetl re? - C-28.2 C@J Salt Lake City, S
LEshtes 2. 27 e m—

April 2005
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-29 C-29
. . (cont’d)
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) m
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Public Hearing Public Comment Form
Ap-2003
Additional (attach additional sheets if ¥
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
Mewspnper_&nnnunmmﬂll O Web Site O Invitation O Flyer
A Other
o o L 4 - £l g g
Which elements of the Draft Envir I Impact Stat t for the Southern Corridor d Ach T C-29.3
ok e s SR ANU 7o KOO Wed/— f; e
Jeeden 02 71‘25“_/{1’1 C-29.1 ﬁ_
Which 3114?3“““ do you prefer and why?
0o prlES -
5 7 C-29.2
LDISTANG & [ i dfct=~
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignments that you feel the
Draft Envir I Impact S did not address adequatel
i |/
Nnmg:‘t:-Sy_ﬁ\\i A L raage \ \ful n'_{'j)J(t_/
cl i i £
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed e City, State, Zip:
you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns? Phone Number: N\
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? &  Yes No
Leave this comment form in the drop box, aiithern Corridor Project
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
www.ndot.utah.govise. All comments must be receive 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100,
What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future? Salt Lake City, UT 84107
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-30 C-31
CITY OF HURRICANE Southern Corridor
147 NORTH 870 WEST Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) R
HURRICANE, UT 84737 Public Hearing Public Comment Form
L
435-635-2811
MAY ;22

May:2a; 2005 Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
ﬁ%‘g‘g:;ﬂ:?::; Project [ Newspaper Announcement ] Web Site [ Invitation #F‘Iyer
3995 South 700 East, Ste 100 0O Other
Salt Lake City, UT 84107 Which elements of the Draft Er I Impact S for the Southern Corridor
Dear UDOT, project do you support? []ﬂ 7
The Hurricane City Council and Planning Commission have studied the three altematives to moving C-30.1
traffic from I-15 to SR-9. For the following reasons, the City has chosen to support the 2800 West
alternative through the City:

1). Fewer property owners iﬂ"d'"':‘fl- ) Which alternative do you prefer and why?

2). Imp d access o ion sites and proj 1 future develop

3). Better opportunities for east/west connections from the City. — NAIE, 0 i c-31.1

A v, .

4). Best | for ionto SR-9 b of safer access and proximity to the main part of
the City. Aﬁﬁwl %D%J TN ii nelJ ﬁ% jf’fﬁg S

5). Lowest number of cultural sites.

We would d that the ion t SR 9 and the Southern Corridor be with overpasses Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,
for a smooth transition of traffic. : archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alignments that you feel the
We hope the resolution of the location of the Southern Corridor through Hurricane will help move this C-30.2 Draft Envir | Impact S did not address adequately.
project closer to completion. Thank you for the opportunity to offer our input on this critical decision N oPW O
and please continue to keep us informed as progress is made on the Southemn Corridor. t ¥
Sincerely, "
;‘ ' E i' \ Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed
7 o you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns? | P27
Tom Hirschi J

Hurricane City Mayor

What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future? . .

ne Opiﬁlﬁi
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Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

Southermn Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR
Public Hearing Public Comment Form

Additional comments (attach additional sheets if ¥):

P

Name: Tom . Shelly
Org NANE, :
City, State, Zip: Hurncane.’ UT Eu737
Phone Number: E-mail:

Would you like to be added to our mailing list?

Yes L7 No

uthern Corridor Project
HDR Engineering, Inc.

3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
Salt Lake City, UT 84107

Leave this comment form in the drop box,
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at

www.idot.utah.gow/se. All comments must be receive
by-¥ay 30, 200.

C-31
(cont’d)

C-31.2

Jim Steitz

1235 E 1000 N #202
Logan, UT B4321
May 28, 2003

FHWA Utah Division

ATTN: Gregory Punske

2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A
Salt Lake City UT B4118

Dear Mr. Punske,

I write to express my strongest concern and objection to the presently
conceived *Southern Corridor" to run between I-15 and State Route 9.
This project is squarely at odds with any notion of sound
transportation planning and development policy, and would create
terrible and unacceptable impacts to the environment and gquality of
life in the region.

First, this project is bound to unleash a wave of low-density
development along its length, negating much of the traffic congestion
purpose for the project itself. Much like the Legacy Highway would have
created a net-increase in congestion over several decades, this project
will induce such poorly planned development, that the long-term
capacity issue in the area may be made worse through this induced
demand. Indeed, the FHA admits that each of the action alternatives
would actually increase traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three
segments studied versus the no-build alternative. This calls into
severe guestion the true purpose of the project, and whether it is a
wise use of taxpayer dollars, let alone a wise disposition of the
extremely valuable ecological assets and lands of the area.

Second, and most legally compellingly, this project would destroy
populations of Holmgren's milkvetch, Dwarf bearclaw poppy and Siler's
pincushion cactus. The federal government's projects cannot simply
violate the Endangered Species Act at will. This project would be
considered questionable on these grounds alone. Much as the ill-fated
Legacy Highway could not simply ignore the Clean Water Act, nor can the
FHWA ignore the Endangered Species Act. These plants are ecological
specialists and cannot simply be relocated or receive some other sort
of damage mitigation, as FHA is prone to attempting in such high-
conflict situations. The Dwarf Bearclaw Poppy, in particular, may be
Utah's most endangered plant.

Third, the FHA, in proposing three equally bad alternatives, is trapped
within the same limited range of thinking that afflicted the Legacy
Highway project - the alternatives have been reduced to different road
designs, rather than being truly different alternatives for meeting the
project's purpose and need. This DEI5S is explicitly connected to the
assumption that Washington County will not use any smart growth
planning, and assumes no impact from public transportation for the
entirety of the project analysis horizon. This is clearly a faulty set
of assumptions, and using these assumptions as the framework for
alternative design and selection guarantees a flawed process and

bad result. In fact, the Southern Corridor as currently envisioned,
would solidify and accelerate the lack of adequate planning and smart
growth policies in Washington County.

C-32

C-32.1

C-32.2

C-32.3
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-32 C-33
(cont’d)
This direct causality between the actions of FHA and the land-use C-324 MAY 2 9 2003
situation in the area is the crucial link that FHA cannot avoid
{indeed, it admits this explicitly), and which has the effect of -] ~
nullifying the project's purpose and need. NEPA is clear that ALI__'I_A_NCE_ CON E’_U'L_TI_N("
government agencies cannot aveid a comprehensive look at broad g et rulis b ek L
alternatives simply by virtue of the agency's area of purview. In
other words, NEPA obliges the FHA to take a much broader look at
possible alternative land-use and planning futures of the area (and the
agency arrangements needed to promote those futures), not merely a few
variations on where the Southern Corridor connects to State Route 9. May 28, 2003
In conclusion, I strongly urge the FHA to withdraw this project, go Snull\:mll:nrrislnrl‘mjm
back to the drawing board, and take a hard look at the long-term HDR Engincering 3
transportation demands it must meet, in the context of the region's 3995 South 700 East, Ste 100
land use planning, not in isclation. I also urge the FHA to pay due Salt Lake, UT 84107
respect to the important ecological values of this area, including
endangered species habitat, and commit to never again threatening the Subject:Southern Corridor Project Comments
continued existence of some of Utah's most rare and precious life
forms. No highway is worth their loss.
Dear Mr. Hanson,
Sincerely,
Alliance Consulting is a full service land p and ing firm ing several major land
Jim Steitz owners affected by the Southemn Corridor project. We currently have land development contracts with State
Institutional and Trust Lands Administration, Dave Wilkie, who is representing several private land
owners, and the Washington County Water Conservancy District all in the Sand Hollow Region. We have a
pending contract with Nick Berg representing Copper Rock, also in the Sand Hollow Region.
SITLA, the Conservancy District, and Dave Wilkie have formed a coalition to complete certain aspects of C-33.1

the landplaning. This land planning is currently at a preliminary stage, but as the attached map shows, all of
these owners will be significantly impacted by the Southern Comidor project.

Currently, information is being gathered, mapping completed, and plans formulated that will allow a base
for commenting on the Southern Corridor routing and access points. We expect to be able to deliver a
presentation on the results of the planning within 30 days and request that these disclosures be accepted as
our and fulfill the i of the Public Hearing and Comment stage due May 30, The
coalition desires to fully cooperate with UDOT so that the development of these plans will help solidify the
goals and objectives of the Southermn Corridor project.

‘We would like 1o meet with UDOT personnel to receive their input in this process and will be contacting
them in the near future. IT you have any questions, please call me at (435) 673-8060.

Sincerely,

| ||"

}»; elosza, CLimwran

Deloss S. Hammon, P.E.
Principal Engineer

[ Don Leavitt, SITLA
Ron Thompson, Washington County Conservancy District
Dave Wilkie
Nick Berg, Copper Rock
Robert Dowell, UDOT

2303 MNorth Coral Canyon Bhvd., Suite 201, Washington City. Utah 84780-0576
P) 435.673 B0&0 F) 435.673.8065
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

Page 1 of |

Donegan, Nicole

From: danhall [ denhall @ vem.com)
Sent:  Friday, May 30, 2003 8:54 PM

To: Donegan, Nicole

Ce: Jerry Spilsbury

Subject: southem coridor

| appreciate the work and effort that has gone into assessing the impact of this thoroughfare and support the
recommendations that you are making. However, 2800 west route runs through approximately 3 miles of our
property. If this route is chosen, we would require an interchange at least avery mile, sound walls installed, and
landscape enhancements to reduce the environmental and aesthetic impact of this thoroughtare on the future
development of our proparty.

A.R. Spilsbury Family Enterprises
Vyonne S. Mendenhall

General Partner

1701 Duneville St.

Las Vegas, NV 89146-1219
702.878.6175

702.877.4874 FAX
702.326.2006 CEL

C-34

C-341

Punske, Gregory

From: jdcic@redroci.net p\unsrmp gwhuh jdcic@redrock.net’] on behalf of
huwnlp.whub “jdejc@red

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2003 11:04 PM

To: Pumka Gregory

Subject: DEIS for Southemn Corridor

Dear Mr. Puneke,

My wife and I are grateful for the cpportunity to on the

or lack of pame of the Southern Corridor DEIS. This draft displaye
considerable evidence of insufficient planning regarding the iwpact of the
corridor on water conservation, endangered species and budgets of the affected
municipalities.

With regard to water we g that there are current
demands for more water than avau-hl.a It is no longer reascnable to assume
that & five-year drought will be hram within a foreseeable number of years.
‘The publicity t! project will encourage accelerated
interest on the part of umrcnl industrial and residential growth. This
would create a financial boon for those owning property adjacent to the
Corridor, which fact we suggest may be the prime mover for the highway. While
a few would prosper, the current residents would be subjected to increased
restrictione on water quantity and

quality and increased cost. The construction of a highway that may, when
completed, d time inge of 8% should be ruled out on that
statistic alone. Tax payers should not be asked to give up thousands (tens of
thousands or more?) of acres of open land in exchange for the expenditure of a
quarter of a billion dollars and more poorly-planned, low-density sprawl. The
proposed project is not necessary!

The barely cursory attention given to the unnecessary destruction of the Dwarf
Bear Claw Poppy is not sufficient to your respomsibility for meeting
requi of the End d Species Act.

The DEIS purports to present four altermatives but the reality is that there
are two - build or no build. The commonality of pearly all the lengths of the
supposed three build alternatives makes it farcical to present them as
significantly different.

As to the impact of this proposal on the income and expenditures of the cities
of St. George, Washington and Hurricane, we pogit that experience testifies
that tax benefics given to entice commercial and industrial entities into the
area will always put pressure on the municipal government and thus on the
residente. Significant increase in population leads to increased divereity in
services d; hence i d taxes.

A project, such as the Southern Corridor, designed to benefit a few while
working to the overall detriment of the vast majority should be abandoned!

Very truly yours,
John D. and Constance J. Clemens
296 E 900 S #15

St. George, UT 84770
435-688-5725

C-35

C-35.1

C-35.2

C-35.3

C-35.4

C-35.5
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-36 C-36
The Nature Conservancy of Utsh el [Ren] sgnovon (CO nt d)
he Nature §89 East South Temple fx  [Boi] spri003
nsef'\-"ancy 4 Salt Lake City, UT 84102
T A AL A e the bearc DDDDY (m' e humilis) an Endangared plant; Holmgren
ilkvetch ), an E gered plant; and Siler cactus
{Psdrocacfus sdsn] a ThrBatened plani Based on expert opinion by Dr. Renée
Van Buren and Dr. Kimball T. Harper, we agree with that determination. The
Southern Corridor will adversely affect these three Federally listed plant species.
However, we disagree with USFWS's biological opinion, page 4-87, that the
construction of the highway “will not jeopardize the continued existence of the
Holmgren milkvetch, bearclaw poppy, or Siler cactus provided that the active
09 July 2003 conservation (mitigation) measures outlined below and in the biological opinion
are taken." According to Dr. Harper and Dr. Van Buren, botanists and experts for
Gregory Punske these three plant species, any loss of habitat will jeopardize the continued
FHWA Utah Division existence of the Holmgren milkvetch, bearclaw poppy, and Siler cactus (Van
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A Buren, Harper, pers. comm., 2003). This opinion is held for the following
Salt Lake City, UT 84118 reasons:
Dear Mr. Punske: + The size and distribution of existing populations are already alarmingly small.
= All existing populations are critical to provide genetic diversity necessary to
This letter is in response to your request for comments on the Southemn Corridor adapt to existing and future environmental conditions.
Draft Environmental Impact Study (Draft EIS). « Loss of habitat means not only a loss of the existing plants, but also the loss
of the seed bank. The seed bank provides critical genetic diversity needed
G lly, our nts emphasize the need for a thorough analysis of rare for survival and adaptation. Each species’ future lies in the protection of the
plant issues within the project area. seed bank which is well-adapted to desert conditions. According to Dr.
Kimball Harper, the seed bank can contain about 100 times the number of
The Nature Conservancy has conducted extensive evaluations and conservation plants visible on the surface (Harper, pers. comm., 2003).
planning for our rich biological diversity in Utah. Using the best available = Anything that further reduces the genetic diversity of these three plant species
science, we have taken specific actions in the state to protect the viability of all would impact the rare plant populations (Van Buren, Harper, pers. comm.
native plants, animals, and natural communities . 2003). This includes any further reduction or division of existing populations.
* Plant numbers alone is not a safe criterion for an evaluation of reproductive
These actions in the Mojave Desert ecosystem and other areas of Washington health of the poppy. Population density strongly influences the poppy's
County include work such as protecting rare plant habitat in our Dwarf Bearclaw reproductive success (Harper, et al., 2001).
Poppy Preserve and participating in the development of the Washington County = As recognized in the Draft EIS, page 4-98, the bearclaw poppy “habitat loss
Habitat Conservation Plan to protect desert tortoise and other animals. Taking a has occurred over the last 30 years as a result of urban growth, increased
more comprehensive look at all of the components of biological diversity in the use of OHVs, and other recreation.” For these same reasons, further habitat
area and their conservation needs, our attention has been increasingly focused loss will continue as extensive development plans exist for this area. Every
on rare plant issues in and around your project area (Mojave Desert Ecoregional atternpt should be made to prevent further habitat loss.
Planning Team, 2001).
USFWS has not included all of the ava|lable public information about plant
The Southern Corridor Draft EIS raises some concerns regarding adverse populations in their Th , we concem over the
impacts to three rare plants, specifically the dwarf bearclaw poppy, Holmgren accuracy of the Service's Non-Jeopardy Opmmn Information published over the
milkvetch, and Siler cactus. last decade does not support the conclusion stated in the Opinion. The project
demonstrates a serious negative impact to the survival of these three plant
Issues of concern: c-36.1 species. They could be gone in 2-20 years (Harper, pers. comm., 2003).
1) Any loss of habitat does jeopardize the of these three plants. Additionally, there is reasonable doubt that the "active conservation (mitigation)
As recognized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in the Draft EIS, measures outlined ... and in the biological opinion” will be taken. To date, the
Section 4.14, page 4-86, the Southern Corridor will likely have adverse effects on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has certainly taken some measures to
April 2005 Southern Corridor Final EIS 11-29
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

protect these rare plants on public lands. For example, "no ORV signs” have
been posted at Warmner Ridge and the Red Bluff area has been fenced to protect
bearclaw poppy habitat. However, no citations have been issued for ORV
incursions and the Red Bluffs habitat is considerably damaged from off-trail
bicycle use. The White Dome area, significant habitat for the bearclaw poppy
and the Siler cactus, is state owned. There is no guarantee of protection for
these properties (see number 3 on mitigation, below).

2) Plant habitat for these three species needs to be redefined.

The biological assessment for the Southern Corridor (Intermountain Ecosystems
2002) was not available for our review in the Draft EIS. When was this survey
completed? |s this d it ilable for ? It should be evaluated by
experts such as Dr. Harper and Dr. Van Buren.

Existing information in the Draft EIS on plant habitat is inadequate. For example,
on page 4-87, 4.14.1.2, it is mentioned that “approximately one poppy and 6.2
acres of habitat” would be adversely affected. However, the same area that
yielded “one poppy" in the year of that survey could contain one hundred or more
seedlings during a "wet” year. A single year plant survey for each of these three
species is inadequate in identifying habitat. The last few years have been
drought years, resulting in few visible plants. In contrast, a year of high spring
precipitation would yield a far greater number of plants over a wider area, thus
more accurately defining the extent of the plants’ habitats and available seed
banks. According to Dr. Kimball Harper, the seed bank could contain up to 100
times the number of individuals viewed above ground (pers. comm., 2003). Itis
suggested that the numerous plant surveys that have been conducted for the
past 15 years be consulted to define habitat for each of these three species.
Sources for past plant surveys include Dr. Harper, Dr. Van Buren, BLM, and
State of Utah agencies (2003).

3) All existing habitat is critical to the survival of these three plant species.
Mitigation in regard to these Federally Listed plants is without meaning or
practical application.

All existing habitat is critical to the survival of these three plant species.
Mitigation in regard to these Federally Listed plants is without meaning or
practical application. Further, our discussion of the rare plant issue needs to be
framed around the seed banks rather than on individual plants.

Mitigation measures mentioned in the Draft EIS will not accomplish meaningful
pratection for a number of reasons. First, the Draft EIS offers one-for-one
replacement (of habitat) in adjacent areas. This would still result in a net loss of
poppy, milkvetch and cactus habitat (and genetic diversity) when so little
remains. All existing habitat needs to be protected.

Additionally, if this “one-for-one replacement in adjacent areas” is suggesting that
adjacent areas could be become habitat through transplantings or seeding, it

C-36
(cont'd)

C-36.2

C-36.3

C-36.4

demonstrates a lack of understanding of the biology of these rare plants. For
example, to date no bearclaw poppies have been successfully transplanted or
germinated. In situ conservation is critical for the poppy for many reasons:
dependence upon soils of a specific geologic formation, a long-lived seed bank
which germinates in that particular area, seeds which cannot be germinated or
plants t planted, and a nec y population density to ensure cross-
pollination. Dependence on local pollinators (bees) and seed dispersers (ants)
strengthens this case. The habitat for these plants exists where the plants and
seed banks currently exist. Any loss of habitat jeopardizes the existence of these
three species (Van Buren, Harper, pers. comm., 2003).

Fencing of habitat is also listed as a mitigation measure. There are no
guarantees of fences being built or maintained. The Red Bluff bearclaw poppy
population has been fenced, but bicycles are allowed in the area and
considerable habitat has been damaged. Warner Ridge, an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC), has never been fenced. White Dome, important
habitat for the poppy and Siler cactus, is school trust lands. They are not legally
obligated to fence this habitat and can choose to sell these properties.

4) The Southern Corridor is one of several projects which will result in rare
plant habitat loss. R all develop plans for the area to evaluate
the cumulative adverse effects on these rare plants.

The Draft EIS recognizes the adverse effects of the proposed Southern Corridor
on these plant species. However, there are considerable development plans for
this area: a new airport, an industrial park near White Dome, home development,
a possible realignment of River Road through White Dome, other interchanges
and roads, and more. These other projects will also impact these three rare
plants, thus increasing the overall impact of any habitat loss.

We suggest a master planning process, coordinating Southern Corridor planning
with Washington County planning, to accurately assess all adverse effects on the
existing rare plant populations.

In closing, we would like to reiterate several issues for clarification and further
work in the Final Environmental Impact Statement:

« We would like to see a more complete analysis of project alternatives,
including a build alternative that more fully explores a non-automobile
transportation solution.

* We would like to see an alignment option brought forward in your analysis
that avoids the habitats occupied by the Endangered and Threatened plants.

* In the next iteration of the EIS, we would like to see a more complete
presentation and analysis of the data for rare plants. This would include
habitat and population trend data from the last 15 years and the incorporation

C-36

(cont’'d)

C-36.5

C-36.6

C-36.7

C-36.8

C-36.9
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-36 C-36
(cont’'d) (cont’'d)
of more recent survey data that has become available, so that planners and Literature Cited
the Public can use the best science available for the Environmental
Consequences analysis. This would also include careful consultation with Dr. Kimball T. Harper. 2003. . Utah Valley State College, Biology Department,
experts, including biological and survey information from BLM, Drs. Van 800 West University Parkway, Orem, UT 84058.
Buren and Harper, data residing with State agencies, and consultation with
experts regarding plant pollinators. Dr. Renée Van Buren. 2003. . Utah Valley State College, Biology Department,
800 West University Parkway, Orem, UT 84058.
+ We would like to see a more sophisticated analysis of rare plant conservation C-36.10
issues based on population dynamics and seed bank protection. . Harper, K. T., Renée Van Buren and Zachary T. Aanderud (2000). September
2001. The Influence of Interplant Distance and Number of Flowers on
+ We would like for Utah Department of Transportation to reinitiate Section 7 Seed Set in Dwarf Bear-Poppy (Arctomecon humilis). Pages pp. 105-109
Consultation with the USFWS based on existing information that was missed C-36.11 in Southwestern Rare and Endangered Plants: Prc dings of the Third
in this analysis as well as newly ilable rare plant inf i Conference, September 25-28, 2000, Flagstaff, Arizona, RMRS-P-23.
Rocky Mountain Research Station, Forest Service, United States Dept. of
» The USFWS is in the process of revising the Recovery Plan for the bearclaw Agriculture.
poppy and creating the Recovery Plan for the Holmgren milkvetch. These .
federal documents should be consulted in advance of the Final EIS. Mojave Desert Ecoregional Planning Team. 2001. Ecoregion-Based
Additionally, we sirong!y recommend USFWS Critical Habitat Designations for Conservation in the Mojave Desert. The Nature Conservancy of Nevada.
the three plant sp 1 in these ct Y In House. 97 pp., Maps, + 7 appendices.
for adequate protection of the listed species. . .
Van Buren, R. and Kimball T. Harper. 2003. Demographic and Environmental
= We think that it would be appropriate to conduct more rigorous regional Relations of Two Rare Astragalus Species Endemic to Washington
planning by the St. George Metropolitan Planning Organization. This would County, Utah: Astragalus holmgreniorum and A. ampulfarioides. Western
include a master planning process that evaluates the full scope of road, North American Naturalist 63(No. 2): 236-243.
| and | devel jects currently und d
:’ﬂ','posed D s ey Van Buren, R. and Kimball T. Harper. (1995). 1996. Genelic Variation Among
rare plants. Pcpulatmns of Arctomecon {Papavaraceaa) Pages 77-85 in
St tern Rare and Er d Plants: Proceedings of the Second
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIS for the Southern Corridor Confel_'enma. September 11-14, 1995, Flagstaff, {lnzona General
Project. We hope the issues that we have raised will be helpful in your Temn_lcal F!epor_t RM - GTR-233: Rock)[ Mountain Forest and Bange
evaluation of the proposed project Experiment Station, Forest Service, United States Dept. of Agriculture,
) Fort Collins, CO 80526,
Sincerely,
m @/hw“—\ e
Jaet'M. Peterson Elaine York
West Desert Regional Director Conservation Programs Manager
cc:
Southern Corridor Project
HDR Engineering
3995 South 700 East
Suite 100
Salt Lake City, UT 84107
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

Date: May 28, 2003
To: UDOT and Hurricane City

Subject: location of Belt Route in the vicinity of Hurricane
as im. the Southern Corridor DEIS

From: Calvin and Mona Lowe Family, Landowners

Attention: Thomas Hirschi, Mayor of Hurricane
Robert Dowell, UDOT Project Engineer

Our response is brief. The Magter Plan deweloped by the PRC Toups Corp (copies
of two maps attached) in November of 1978 as a requirement for ammexation by
Hurricane City AND the Southern Corridore DEIS Figure 2-7 are similar with two
or three exceptions.

i. The UDOT plan calls for a 300 foot wide easement in one of three
locations to provide high speed traffic and limited access,while,

2. The Toups plan calls for three B0 foot wide routes with unlimited
access.

Comment: The Lowes prefer the Toups plan which dispersesthe traffic and
collects residents from North, South, East and West t approximately
7500 acres of land now owned by Winding Rivers (formerly 5M), Lowes,
Spilsburys and others in the vicinity.

Combining the two proposed plans will allow approximately 40,000 people to
to easily enter and exit the main collector roads, then enter a faster Belt
Route at about 4500 South and 5000 west where the traffic enters a road
that 1s 100, 200 or 300 feet wide.

Figure 2-7 appears to be a "proposed” alternate in favor of tourists who
want to load their cars in Las Vegas with gas and groceries and speed to
Zion Park, tinkle at our rest stops, and never spend a dime in one of our
local places of business. For 25 years tourists have been spending one night
(on average) in Utah and 6-7 nights in Las Vegas playing the slots.

UDOT--who are you working for? Unless the traveler is shopping in our stores
and s in our motels, he is a liability MOT an asset., He costs the state
money and g not pay his share of costs to build highways.

The Lowes recommend that UDOT follow figure 2-7 and build the sections shown
in green,dark blue and light blue and assist Winding River(Outlaw Ridge
Pevelopment), Utah ParkService and Hurricane City to build B0 foot roads shown
in red and orange at 3400 and 2800 West.

C-37

C-37.1

Swwmary: Build the Belt Route from 4300 West the

1. Shortest distance,
2. Least expensive,
3. Safest vay possible.

rurage: Winding River to build a connector road from 3400 West and SR 9

gh their property 80 feet wide, and the Lowes to build a 100 footr wide

2 ar road from 2B0Q West through their property, both with unlimited access
whzzh will allow residents easy entronce and exit from the road and disperse
rraffic throughout twe massive subdivisions as shown in figure 2-7 om page 2-47
of the March 2003 Southern Corridor DEIS.

Faview the enclosed Toups maps and please respect our master plammer's inputs.

alvin and Mona Love Family, property owners of

about 2500 acres in the Hurricane ares

C-37
(cont’'d)

C-37.2

C-37.3
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-38 C-38
. (cont’d)
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEISYAY 15 zmi—DR
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Public Hearing Public Cormnment Form
Additional ¢ (attach additional sheets if v
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
Newspaper Announcement 1 Web Site O Invitation [ Flyer
ﬁ Other.
Which elements of the Draft Envir I Impact Stat t for the Southern Corridor
project do you support?
- il Zpx mied .mfﬁzlﬂ/“.‘/; 5
RS PP e G C A7 T DEPLE  SoIdlE
W@ //:wﬂ/e@(z’y SSotticree e S
C-38.1 AP NS> m
L)
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical land ks, cull |
nn:hneologlcnl artifacts, or other issues along the proposed n]lgllmellls that you feel I.Il.e
Draft En | Impact St did not address adeq
Name: _;;4"{{__ “‘_bo&’.s»’ Ldpn /t@/&’di
Organizati
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed City, State, Zip: _ Sz terizerts 7. 84732
you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns? Phone Number: 435 433~ 239 2~ E-mail: MMM@_M/
Would you like to be added to our mailing list? % Yes No
Leave this comment form in the drop box, nu:h_e;w Corridor Pr;l}
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
WWW. L wise, All comments must be recei 3995 South 700 East, Suite 1
What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future? (f’ May 36, ’@ Salt Lake City, UT 84107
Southern Corridor Final EIS 11-33
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acres that currently is located on the north side of 3000 S Hurricane Fields area. We
are offering ten feet of the west side of T42N R13W Section 17 Glen and Elaine
Mills property to offset UDOT acquisition costs. We are favorable in supporting the
2800 W Southern Corridor Project.

2. Currently the new road built on the south side of sand hollow reseivoir traveling
north has a cattle guard on the T42N R13W Section 20. The road turns east on 3000
S ( T42N R13W Section 17 (Northern Line) and Section 20 (Southern Line).

If the road made a junction here proposed 2800 W and existing 3000 S Hurricane
Fields the new 2800 W road would travel directly on the west boundary of our
property. The property is most grazing acreage and no known habitat would be
affected.

3. Please feel welcome to contact us regarding giving ten feet of our property on the
west side of the 20 acres. We are a member of the St. George and Hurricane
Chamber of Commerce.

Elaine Mills
Owner, T42N R13W Section 17 40 acres

File: UDOT-Comment-2800W-03525

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-39 C-40
RN TR G T T TR TR T 545 N 1000 W Clearfeld, Utah 84015 B01-7734444 7752388  FAX 773-3336
Mﬂ)‘ 25, 2003 May 25, 2003
. SUBJ: SOUTHERN CORRIDOR PROJECT APPROVE 2800 W
SuUBJ: SOUTHERN CORRIDOR PROJECT APPROVE 2800 W DONATE REAL PROPERTY (T42N R13W Section 17)
DONATE REAL PROPERTY (T42N R13W Section 17) TO OFFSET COST/MILES
TO OFFSET COST/MILES
A A
: L] TO: SOUTHERN CORRIDOR PROJECT
B O ey W 3995 SOUTH 700 EAST SUITE 100
LT LAKE STV, UTat i SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84107
WWW UDOT UTAH.GOV/SC LW UDOTUTAH GOVISC
pport route Southemn Corri 1. We support the 2800 W route for the Southern Corridor Project. We have 20
13 au it 2uB0 11 oren o Eroject...Wa have 20 C-39.1 acres that currently is located on the north side of 3000 S Hurricane Fields area. We C-40.1

are offering ten feet of the west side of T42N R13W Section 17 Glen and Elaine
Mills property to offset UDOT acquisition costs. We are favorable in supporting the
2800 W Southern Corridor Project.

2. Currently the new road built on the south side of sand hollow reseivoir traveling
north has a cattle guard on the T42N R13W Section 20. The road turns east on 3000
S ( T42N R13W Section 17 (Northern Line) and Section 20 (Southern Line).

If the road made a junction here proposed 2800 W and existing 3000 S Hurricane
Fields the new 2800 W road would travel directly on the west boundary of our
property. The property is most grazing acreage and no known habitat would be
affected

3. Please feel welcome to contact us regarding giving ten feet of our property on the
west side of the 20 acres. We are a member of the St. George and Hurricane
Chamber of Commerce.

gyt

Glen Mills
Kings Court Properties

File: UDOT-Comment-2800W-03525
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-41 C-41
(cont’'d)
Southern Corridor Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I—DR
Public Hearing Public Comment Form Public Hearing Public Comment Form
T
< %
Additional ¢ {ultm:_l:i dditional shmtlf ir ¥i:
Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing. b 5
b M
0O Newspaper Announcement [J Web Site [ Invitation 8 Flyer- M \e& J:= . M,&m e ‘emmsl.l“m\_
O Other. 0 tmm\mg:mmm /b roque
: 3.0 To disad [iSted
‘Which elements of the Draft Envir 1 Impact S for the S n Corridor "
project do you support? ‘ Cec Qa1 by na- AL d"CQ S 14
The a
e Cot wiay e laiver Than gratectied gz maion
L™ | ™ ) % &h'j
edause aduc gta= Wi au lada.
e Ve ﬁ:r
Which alternative do you prefer and why?_ 3% 00 L.-Je:a{' C-41.1 use {‘Lm e/
$ see other nide o um\cu T oen AL \Mwe“m adapt ac mlm-"\e
Zyoo — wo 3 ‘2);;69_
1200 - wlerchanae (Dl DR -G top\L Pe dergermus
Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources, = 4
archaeological nrural:ls. or other issues along the proposed aligmmnls that you feel the
Draft Envi | Impact S did not address adeq y..
Name: _boa "T\I\D'M PSan :
Organization: ) PP ar [ E"qﬁ
o " )
Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adequate information and allowed E:" S:‘e’ Zip: dacricane, Lita 8 75 y
you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns? |‘!P 5 W MI: m:? ﬁfﬁjﬂ__lll:m‘::m mbﬁiﬂ-@—m}*ﬂ‘iﬁm
ou ‘ou like to to in;
y our malling st Vs 84 T Ylunk
Leave this comment form in the drop box, Southern Corridor Project
mail it to the address at right, or comment online at HDR Engineering, Inc.
www.udot.utah.govise. All comments must be received 3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
by May 30, 2003. Salt Lake City, UT 84107
Wllal'. other t y nsporhtlnn pmec‘ls should UDOT explore in the future?
A i Y [W_a = o
[ That
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10-12, and the other locations can operate as at-grade intersections, The premise that the
highway is misguided

traffic patterns will require an i
We respectfully request that UDOT declassify the current plan as a highway with grade
separation and reclassify it as an on-grade, access friendly expressway similar to the
Bangerter Highway in the Salt Lake Valley.

Sincerely,

el ’)“ =8

ice President

Autachment

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-42 C-43
LEUCADIA FINANCIAL CORPORATION G259 Esst South Termpie /Salt Lake City, Ut 54 102: 1059/ 801521400, Fax 801-584-1761
Cherrol Kearsley
From: Joe Perrin [perrin@civil.utah.edu]
May 29, 2003 Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2003 11:23 PM
it To: Cherrol Kearsley
&4 Subject: RE: Southern Corridor - EIS Transporiation response
yo
Py The following is transportation review for the Southern Corridor EIS.
% While we believe the that was ides a di ation of need for a
roadway along the Southern Corridor to support developrnanl and access to the area, there
HDR Engineering appears to be a preconceived notion that a freeway with grade-separation is necessary. Why is
3995 South 700 East, Suite 100 an at-grade higl with limited signalized access ions not included in the analysis for
Salt Lake City, UT 84107 20307
Page 1-2, Section 1.1 states that “the proposed transportation corridor is not intended to reduce
Gentlemen: future traffic on I-1_.‘) through St. George and Washington City. The route is necessary to
date regional p existing and planned development east of I-15
p = A o and to effectively move traffic between I-15 and SR 97 This statement is clear that little by-pass
This letter is in response to your request for public comments on the Southern Corridor traffic is expected. The latest values provided from the traffic modeling was an estimated 2800
project. | am Vice President of Leucadia Financial Corporation, land of over 2400 ADT would utilize the entire corridor &s an alternative to 1-15 supporting the above statement.
acres in the area. The concern that's raised is the proposed action of section 1.1.1 identifies interchanges defining
the corridor as a grade-separated facility.
We agree that UDOT should secure adequate right of ways necessary to support future Clearly, freeways have an abllity to convey more vehicles with much higher capacities. The EIS
growth, but for traffic only and not for pedestrian or other uses. identifies thal a four-lane freeway has an 89,000 AADT while a four-lane rural highway is closer to C-43.1
39,000 AADT. But when Hze 2030 projected along the Soult Corridor only include :
. 2 Il o . one seg! the I-1510 1 ge, where traffic is estimated to exceed the 39,000 capacity
U.n the |s::.‘ue of o .UDO.T S JI09 for :.Vhﬂ; 1% .m effect an interstate {Referenced from Table 2.1-1 on page 2-8), isn't it prudent to mnsldar all reasonable options.
h]gh‘\\'ﬂy is unnccessary and wn}l ultimately prove self defeating. Bascfl on our own C-42.1 According to Table 2.2-1 an page 2-20, each inferch in d 1o cost approxi $10
studies, the traffic numbers projected do not justify the expense of an interstate highway million. This means that the interchanges represent between 60% and 80% of the construction
for at least the next thirty years. costs for this project. As discussed on page 2-20, the road will likely develop in phases beginning
with a limited access road and developing as needed to include interchanges at the defined
We have solicited the assistance of Dr. Joseph Perrin, PhD, PE, and PTOE, in evaluating ::oesa P:I':::Inﬂm-sfof development to occur, these access points need to be pre-defined
the traffic requirements and the UDOT proposal. His findings are attached. The 2030 C-42.2 9 il g_ s i ) .
traffic numbers projected by UDOT indicate a need for only two interchanges instead of Leucadia is a major land use holder along the Southem Carridar with almost 2,700 acres. This
site has already been master planned with extensive input from the City of St. George and will C-43.2

include more than 3,600 dwelling units, 318 acres of office commercial, 434 acres of airport
development, with two golf courses and support amenities including hotels, resorts and club
houses. The site also includes a 46-acre mixed-use town center. Early in the project, the City
and Leucadia developed a master plan for the 2,700 Acres and an al-grade facility was planned,

more of the p this was to a Rural F and
the pﬂr‘kwsy was nhmmaled A fmowsy that bisects the Leucadia property was nm anticipated
nor gl the ,' g process with the City. We agree that preserving the ROW
for future ion and i ion is prudent and should be preserved, the need for

the future interchanges at each iooabnn is still questioned when the projected 2030 traffic is
applied.

Leucadia’s vision was more of a high-speed highway like Bangerter Highway. Bangerter
Highway carries in excess of 27,000 AADT ‘hmuqhoul lha southern portion (south of 9000 South)
where it is a 60 mph, four- Highway is often criticized for
its congestion in the northemn porllon of the mdurmare it carries in excess of 50,000 AADT
The expected future volumes along the western Salt Lake Valley did promote the need for grade-
separated facility and Bangerter Highway would operate much more effectively as a freeway with
grade separation. However, the P along the Corridor are much lower
than within the Sait Lake Valley.

According lo Table 1.3-2, the LOS C for a 5-lane rural-arterial is 22,000 for a LOS C and 28,000
for a LOS D. (SR 9 from Table 1.3-2). The concerns and need o examine the at-grade facility,
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-43 C-44
(cont’d)
Southern Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) I‘D?

impacts and trave! Inconvenience is based on the same criteria that the EIS states in section Public Hearing Public Comment Form
1.3.1.2, Planning Goals. If a facility with a 2030 LOS D s deemed acceptable by the motorists as
stated in the EIS, then why must the system be freeway based instead of at-grada. The
questions that still need to be addressed include: a 847
» What is the additional i to i s
« Would a parkway actually change travel patierns.
» Where are the likely interchanges actually needed based on Capacity Please tell us how you found out about this public hearing.
» How does this change the project costs
The 2030 projected traffic numbers seem to indicate that there is a need for only two g E:::I?aper Amouncement. [} Wel Site ﬂ' v iation O Fiyer
interchanges instead 10-12 and the others locations will operate as an at grade-intersections.
We ask that a di ion of y the at-grade park facility was eli from the . . P < Srr sk
alternatives and quantify the need for the freeway instead of the original parkway concept. We Which elements of the EPrn!'l. o Impact for the n Corridor
appreciate your consideration in this matter. project do you support?
esstiph Peri, PRD. P, FTOE Mﬁ%%ﬁw

OLNRewT Awp Prijeclel Traffre Fripun it it ideotwinr 7o

Which al tive d ref d h ?

am‘m ve oywp 'er and why? ~
ek [/ ¢ 1 C-44.1

Please list any important wildlife, plant life, historical landmarks, cultural resources,

archaeological artifacts, or other issues along the proposed alig‘nmems that you feel the

Draft Envir | Impact St did not address adeq ly..

I _Faf awe W Mﬁ&zs_«zﬁ_ C-44.2
Coneepas me, A &Mo w Aty i g_ Shisey) EdaAfon)
53
M&M d,gi_fm\.l
o

Do you feel that this public hearing provided you with adeq infi ion and all 1

you the opportunity to adequately voice your concerns?

What other transportation projects should UDOT explore in the future?

A — ST Genge BWP.
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-45 C-45
(cont’d)

May 29, 2003 JUN g ¢ 2033
is listed as a cooperating agency, the DEIS emphasis appears to

Gregory Punske, Project Development Engineer be almost exclusively limited to the BLM St. George Field Office

FHWA Utah Division (SGF0O) covering southwestern Utah. There is virtually no

2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A mention of the BLM Arizona Strip Field Office (ASFO) that

Salt Lake City UT 84118 manages the abundant federal lands south of the state line in
Arizona. This is a serious omission. The expleosive growth of

Robert Dowell, Project Director development and recreational uses in the St. George basin spawns

Utah Department of Transportation clear direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts not only on SGFO

1345 South 350 West lands and resources but also on ASFO lands and resources. In

Richfield UT B4701 addition, the DEIS references some SGFO management decisions and
policies without referencing their relevant counterparts for the

Southern Corridor Project ASFO.

HDR Engineering

3995 South 700 East, Suite 100 A similarly serious DEIS omission inveolves Arizona State Lands

Salt Lake City UT 84107 and Mohave County Arizona. Where the proposed Southern Corridor
diverts from the existing Interstate 15, and would proceed for

RE: Southern Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement and several miles near the state line, much of the nearby lands to

Section 4(f) Evaluation (DEIS); FHWA-UT-EIS-03-01-D, UDOT SP- the south in Arizona are administered by Arizona State Lands.

LC53(1) The DEIS fails to reference these state lands as well as the
land use and planning authority of Mohave County Arizona. This

Dear FHWA, UDOT, and HDR Engineering Officials: area immediately to the south of the state line has already
received increasing levels of recreational uses due to the

Please accept this letter with my perscnal comments and concerns expanding development to the north. Visible evidence of these

on the above-referenced DEIS. I am a resident of Washington uses includes the proliferation of off-road vehicle tracks and

County, Utah, and I use and care about the natural resources and accumulations of litter.

environmental quality of this beautiful region. I request that

you carefully consider my input, and thoroughly address it in In recognition of these existing and foreseeable pressures, the

the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). ASFO has identified federal lands proximate to the spreading
development in the southern St. George Basin as an Urban

At the outset, I am shocked and disappointed with the incredibly Interface area for purposes of its current Resource Management

myopic view in the DEIS toward almost everyvthing south of the Plan (RMP) planning process. If this designation holds in the

Utah-Arizona state line. After a full reading of the DEIS, I final, approved new RMP, it could lead to greater land disposals

found few references to Arizona land uses, resources, or and other authorizations to facilitate the anticipated growth

potential impacts. For a major project so near the state line, into Arizona. Unfortunately, this ASFD BMP planning process and

it is almost as if Arizona is “invisible” in this DEIS. possible Urban Interface area designation, and their overlap
with the Scuthern Corrider, are not addressed in the DEIS.

The DEIS properly acknowledges many of the significant impacts

that may occur in the southern St. George Basin in Utah due to C-45.1 These DEIS omissions are more than mere technical, procedural

construction of the Southern Corridor. However, it does not
similarly acknowledge that these impacts will likely extend, at
least to some extent, south of the state line into Arizona.

When it comes to the rapidly increasing development and
recreational pressures in this region, the state line on a map
does little or nothing to prevent or reduce such impacts per se.

For example, although the U.5. Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

defects. They may be indicative of a far more serious,
substantive problem: poor, inconsistent, or superficial
coordination of land use planning and environmental analysis
efforts by relevant federal, state, and local agencies in this
region (on both sides of the state line).

I grew up near Los Angeles in an area of moderate development
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-45 C-45
(cont'd) (cont’d)
amidst orchards, open space, and wildlife. Within the span of far more people to drive into remote portions of the Arizona
less than a decade, I saw first-hand what this lack of Strip, including the GCPNM.
governmental coordination combined with great human pressures
can mean in terms of poorly planned and unnecessarily congested The DEIS study are§ boundary and most sp?cies-specific status C-45.4
and environmentally and aesthetically harmful development. I ﬂ:d trend descr%ﬂtionﬂ aie arbitrarily limited to Utah. But .
love this region that I now call home. I want public officials there is no magical barrier to keep admitted impacts on
at all governmental levels here to learn from southern resources andtipect:s on_gne sé@e_?f ihe sﬁgge 1;nenérom also
California’s and others’ past mistakes. I do not want these occurring on the other sice. imilarly, while the is
e M S S e e e e A
region, it can and should be properly planned and coordinated. i A
This will ensure that dewelopment does not become blights on the ;:5 :::i;::e:h:ozgigi; i;p:EESQCtgzé :::;:razgnzziegzgzrzgsz1::; C-45.5
landscape and that harmful impacts are effectively avoided, >
reduced? or mitigated. Indeed, much of this areags growth is relative significance of the Southern Corridor in cumulatively
due to the warm climate and spectacular scenery. If the St. contributing to the potential decline or localized extirpation
George Basin starts to turn into another overdeveloped, crowded, i;a:a;;:erzssiieindgfuzza:o::c:::;:;Bmé:::ingi ::Eizztisgii:;i::
strip-malled urban zone, I believe that it will lose much of
thispappeal and its uniqueness as a special place. If so, the depression. The reader also cannot determine what mitigation
local robust economy may gradually transition toward a downward measures, such as constructing more underpasses or providing
trend. Indeed, if breath-taking scenery and a healthy wildlife movement corridors, may be needed at specific locations
environment comprise the “Golden Goose”, we should maintain to help reduce fragmentation impacts. Common sense nevertheless
rathaer than smother it under concrete. indicates that the Southern Corridor may have far greater such
impacts than the DEIS acknowledges. This is because it will
3 - . hasten a large swath of development that may adversely affect
Along with the preceding general comments, I also wish to C-45.2 1 £ 1 h d £
provide some specific concerns For example, I support and most non-avian species. This long, linear corridor or barrier
applaud the proposed construction of a recreational trail of d:“zlop?ggtrwlil larqel{ glsegtigi fiag:§2: :n area that now
parallel to the Southern Corridor. I believe that this trail conalscs o Srye.ly conusciec. ek ag ars.
would become very popular and receive high public use. However,
% : = Please substantially improve the FEIS to thoroughly address m:
thesDEIS does nob adq:ess how this new trail might commect, if comments and concer:s. ind to medify the projecg dgsiqn and agd
i; ait;n:cpgiie;ft::li:tigr;:ﬁdar::giggagezzzfi :ec::: anIt algo mitigation requirements that will truly achieve the NEPA
po i ’ z ys * objectives of avoiding, reducing, and mitigating adverse impacts
does not address the inherent conflicts that may occur between as much as possible Please also effectively coordinate with
or among different types gf trai} users,‘such as motorized the BLM ASFO, Arizona State Lands, and Mohave County to ensure
(OHVers) versus non-motorized (bikers, hikers, roller-bladers, that their pravs-and-concerrs At sddressed —And-plesse send De
equestrians, etc.). I hope that the proposed trail is a copy of the FEIS.
implemented, but with better coordination with other area trails
and to minimize user conflicts and avoidable impacts. Thank you very much for your consideration.
I am also concerned wit@ the DE;S' limited r?feFences to special C-45.3 Sincerely,
or protected areas. While section 3.1.2 (Existing Land Use) . 3
references the Beaver Dam Mountains Wilderness Area, it does not
reference other comparable designations in the same region in Richard Spotts
Arizona, particularly the Paiute Wilderness hr3§ a?d Grand‘ 1344 W. Diamond Valley Dr.
Canyon-Parashant National Monument (GCPNM). This is espQC}ally St. George UT 84770-6009
important for the GCPNM because the proposed Southern Corridor spotts@infowest.com
interchange at River Road would become a key access point for -

April 2005
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-46 c-47
S - A AT
125 S, 2330 West mmﬂlu)@ym::ln 4 2 -
Hurricane, UT 84737 é WASHINGTON COUNTY
3 Water Conservancy District BOARD OF TRUSTEES
W, T 136 North 100 East, Suite 1 ale Gubler, Chairm
e St George, Utah 84770 g:' g G':"' ’ c"v "';
25,2003 : Office: (435) 673-3617 nais Iverson, Vice Chair
May Roberta McMullin Fax. (435) 6734071 Dariel D. McArthur
Secrmiany. Toanser E-Mail: wewead@wowed state ut us i
Barbara G, Hielle HomePage: wowed state.ut.us Edward Bowler
FHWA Litah Division Cournsel + Enveonmental Coominator Margan 5. Jensen
:gtwmmsnm Jim Lemmon
>SaitLaka City UT 84118 Hovwaid Birackin
Dear Mr, Punske,
> May 29, 2003
>/ uge you o go back o the crawing your Orat
Emvironmental
e (DEIS) on the Southem Comider, Tha study ks - ia Fil i
b i izt tHis imecs C-46.1 Via First Class Mail
>measonabie range o altematives: ey ar thee Gregory Punske
s i Project Development Engineer
Mnhte =y FHWA Utah Division
by ¥ s 2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
on Lounty ) oWty &
plarning. C-46.2 Salt Lake City, UT 84118
>in fact, the DEIS acknowladges no impact from public
Dear Mr. Punske:
>aven in the year 20300 IF's very important to give ciizens and
poliy o & This letter is written to comment on the Southern Corridor Draft Environmental Impact
spolldion i ity of e p e, Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation dated March 2003,
widde. l
> The Washington County Water Conservancy District believes that it is of critical importance
ey DEIS gun growth, to the long-rang, p needs of Washington County that a corridor be available to conduct
sectwilint L . traffic from the western to eastern parts of the County. It is undoubtedly true that the area south of
P g of stabe lands, and private lands bedonging Io.a the City of Hurricane will continue to grow. It is also clear that a number of geographic and
ey s C-46.3 environmental constraints limit options for placement of east-west highways in the County. Based
group of mull-millionaine land speculatons. The DEJS falls to make ' upon these considerations, we believe that the proposed 2800 West alternative would best serve the
o R long-range needs of the County. This alternative will minimize the Highway 9 “bottleneck™ to the
e vl greatest extent possible and provide the most direct route from the growing neighborhoods south
>the soluion you've chosen. By your own admission, the build of Hurricane into the St. George area.
ICREASE traffi of thirty-thre Because of the importance of the 2800 West alternative, we are reserving a 300-foot corridor
studed - along the existing public road which the District and the County have jointly constructed south of
ollow Reservoir across pro; oWnR istrict. current plans for Sand Hollow
>y b oD shmbve. Sand Hollow Reservoi property owned by the District. The plans for Sand
Thi gt i State Park are flexible enough to allow for placement of park facilities in areas that will not conflict
plant with the corridor. We will also make every effort to ensure that the contractual arrangements with
>gpecias. Thase plants h i through Utah State Parks and Recreation preserve the option to develop the road south of Sand Hollow
drought il vehices. C-46.4 Reservoir into the southern corridor.
This
i ey for the plar e
ey
>ciown sericusly belore the project
>
ERNN
ok )
R
Ry Urbariak
Southern Corridor Final EIS April 2005
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

Gregory Punske
Project Development Engineer
May 29, 2003

Page 2

We believe that the final EIS should more fully reflect the realities outlined above,
recognizing that a significant benefit of the 2800 West alternative would be better traffic flow to and
from the Hurricane area in comparison to the other alternatives.

In addition, the section entitled “*Plan and Profile” only includes a plan section of the project.
A profile of the project must be included and/or available for review in order to evaluate the grade
of the road as it relates to the amount of cut or fill required for the project and the impact it will have
on the surrounding environment.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Very Truly Yours,

—_—

C-47
(cont'd)

Southwailam Area Oftce

51 George, Ltan 84770
Kavin 8, Cartar | 435-652.2950

Dirscter | 4356522052 [Fas)
g e rusfiands. com

May 30, 2003

Micksel 0. Lasvitt
[

Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84118

Dear Mr. Dunske,

lﬁ State of Utah
vin? Sehool and Institutional

TRUST LANDS ADMINISTRATION

63 South 300 East, Suie 201

Mr. Gregory Dunske, Project Development Engineer
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

SUBJECT: Comments on Southern Corridor Draft Envir
and Section 4(f) Evaluation

C-48

1 Impact §

—

: g '

Y
Ronald W. Thompson Mm./
District Manager &

The School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) has reviewed the Draft EIS
noted above. The Southern Corridor is proposed to be located on SITLA's Southblock property
from I-15 at Reference Point3 (Station 2000+00) to the Leucadia National Property

RWT:acj

Page
S-2 and Figure 2-5

2-19, Chapter 11, and
wherever applicable

2-21, 2-24, 2-25, and 2-26

PATSHSE-COM-| (179596.0054)

(approximately Station 2277+25). We have the following comments on the draft document.

Comment

We concur that realignment noted here to avoid the Holmgren
Milkvetch is not a viable alternative for the reasons noted and
also noted in the correspondence from Larry Bulloch, dated
January 24, 2002. In addition, it is not clear from Figure 2-5
that the Southern Corridor has any impact on the habitat area
mapped for the Holmgren Milkvetch.

The correct name is School and Institutional Trust Lands
Administration {SITLA).

The interchange locations are expected to change based on the
master plans for the development of SITLA’s Southblock
property. The Southblock Master Plan identifies interchanges
at I-15 at the Atkinsville Wash which also provide access to
frontage roads; one about 1.5 miles southeast of I-15, one
about 2.4 miles southeast of I-15, and one at River Road
relocated to about 3.3 miles southeast of I-15. These are
shown on the attached Exhibit 1.

Utah!

April 2005
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-48 C-48
(cont'd) (cont’d)
Mr. Gregory Dunske May 30, 2003 Mr. Gregory Dunske May 30, 2003
Federal Highway Administration Page 2 Federal Highway Administration Page 3
Page Comment Page Comment
2-39 There is no basis presented for the 300-foot total right-of-way 4-89 There is no data or mapping information provided that would
width, except several references to protection of the Holmgren ind that there is Hol Milkvetch located adjacent to
Milkvetch, which has not been demonstrated to be located the Southern Corridor that would be protected by the 300-foot
within the right-of-way. The total width of roadway fenced right-of-way through the Southblock property. The
improvements is only 140 feet. The total width with all the total roadway improvements planned for the Southemn
indicated allowances for slope easements, drainage and Corridor at buildout are only 140 feet wide. Therefore, the
detention, and trail totals 226 feet. Therefore, the total right- additional right-of-way is not warranted, based on the data
of-way should be limited to 226 feet. presented.  SITLA has now completed a survey of the
Holmgren Milkvetch which identifies specific areas where it is
The EIS, however, should include an analysis of a corridor of located. The Southern Corridor right-of-way should be
up to 400 feet. This is because the right-of-way necessary at llmllcd 1o that necessary for roadway improvements, slope and
an interchange is cited as 400 feet. As the location of , and | h Habitat for
interchanges is not fixed, the environmental clearance should the Holmgmn Mﬂkvelch should be acquired as mitigation for
consider that they could be located at any point along the any impacts caused by construction of the Southern Corridor
right-of-way. in a location that has been confirmed as an actual habitat area.
The information contained in Figure 2-3 and Appendix A does Appendix A Although titled Roadway Plan and Profiles, no profiles are
not clearly indicate what is the geographic area covered by the included in the document.
EIS. For example, is the area of the interchange between the
Southern Corridor and [-15 included in the project covered by Appendix A, Page 1 of 20 Between approximately Station 2060400 and Station
the EIS? 2095+00, the Southern Comidor right-of-way is located
between a wash and several hills. The 300-foot right-of-way
245 The No-Build Allemanve Roadway Network is not a realistic causes the roadway grading to impact the hills unnecessarily.
of of the Southblock property The roadway right-of-way should be reduced as noted above,
without the Southem Corridor. The development of the and the road h , with some adj
Southblock would require an east/west arterial roadway, to the alignment of the wash. This would reduce the grading
generally along the alignment of the proposed Southern impact on the hills and produce a more aesthetic design for the
Corridor, connecting to I-15 at Milepost 2. The Atkinsville roadway. Also, the alignment of the eastbound lanes and
Interchange would not be dcleu:d but would be built to serve westbound lanes can have different vertical profiles between
land devel projects p d for the area, rather than as interchanges, allowing them to traverse cross slopes with
part of the Southern Corridor project. d gradi If the location of future i b in the
Page 4-4 and reference to Similar to the comment above, the interchange at Reference fooluthblock p;fﬁemkngﬁg’::“ lccl;]mque o0 b used
Figure 4-1 Post 2 would be required as part of the land development Y pography.
planned for the area. Thus the land use change from Stncertly.
1 to dential is not appropriate. l‘{/
4-88 A field survey of the Holmgren Milkvetch has been recently Curt Gordlm/&
completed by SITLA on its property adjacent to the Southem Deputy Assistant Director
Corridor right-of-way. Based on this new, more detailed data, P
the alignment most appropriate to avoid the concentration of
Milkvetch may be reconsidered.
Attachment
PrA/SIUSE-COM-| (175396 0054) MASSESECOM- | (175596 0054)
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-48 C-49

(cont'd)
May 24, 2003

FHWA Utah Division
ATTN: Gregory Punske

s 2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A
P Salt Lake City UT 84118
&
1] |
% E Ear Mr. Punske,
=]
: 1 urge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Envi | Impact S
i (DEIS) on the Southern Corridor. The study is inadequate for several reasons. The three
= alternatives studied do not provide a ble range of al ives: they are three
- insignificantly-differentiated versions of the same bad plan. Although the DEIS includes a

section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the expectation that Washington County will not
use any smart growth planning.

In fact, the DEIS acknowledges no impact from public transportation--not even in the year 2030!
p It's very important to give citizens and policy makers a smart growth alternative that would save
water, reduce air pollution, improve quality of life and diminish impacts to plants and wildlife.

Access#3 |07

Although in the DEIS you make an admirable argument for smart growth, this project will in fact
promote low-density, leapfrog develop while i ing the value of state lands, and
private lands belonging to a cozy group of multi-millionaire land speculators. The DEIS fails to
make an adequate connection between the traffic needs generated by your model and the solution
you've chosen. By your own admission, the build alternatives would INCREASE rraffic

| congestion on seven of thirty-three segments studied versus the no-build alternative.

i This project would also have d ing imp on three endangered plant species. These plants
have experienced serious habitat loss through devel irought and habitat degradation from

1 off-road vehicles. This highway could be the death knell for the plants whose numbers are already
{ down seriously before the projeet.

Proposed Southern Corr

Milepost 2 /
Access #1

Sincerely,
| A
E Ru_ifl: Bezette

. P.O. Box 668
St : LaVerkin, UT §4745

Utah
Arizona
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-50 - C-51
' Center for Biolog‘ical Diversity
hvucm«c‘muriqg endangered ipecies and wild places of North America and
the Pacific through science, policy, cdwcation, citizen ﬂ’hﬂ?m Lmnm{n‘dh
May 28, 2003
FHWA Utah Division
ATTN: Gregory Punske May 28, 2003
2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A
Salt Lake City UT 84118 Punske, Project Development Engincer
FHWA Utah Division
Dear Mr. Punske, 2520 West 4700 South Suite 9A.
Salt Lake City UT 84118
1 urge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Environmental 801.963.0093 fax
Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Southern Corridor. The study is inadequate g . :
for several reasons. The three alternatives studied do not provide a RE: Southern Corridor DELS Comment Period Extension
reasonable range of alternatives: they are three éﬂg
insignificantly-differentiated versions of the same bad plan. Although the Dear C-51.1
DEIS includes a section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the S of our 7,500 Utah and the nation, the Center for Biol I Diversity
expectation that Washington County will not use any smart growth planning. &mmw el !mmm‘” ‘”mﬁm : ogical Diversi
In fact, the DEIS acknowledges no impact from public or alternative transportation-- requ Y e cominmt pecicd,
not
We arc reviewing the DEIS for the Southern Corridor, near St. Gwsemdmnm comment on
aven In the yeai 20301 it. No other federally-funded project in Sout Utah has ‘more 1 or
% endangered . In fact, the Center was involved in a high-profile agroement with the Dept.
It's very important to give citizens and policy of Interior in 2001 to protect the *s milkvetch, a species that would be affected by this
makers a smart growth alternative that would save water, reduce air highway. We have also been at the center of protection for many other listed species in the
pollution, improve quality of life and diminish impacts to plants and project arez. Despite our historic involvement in conservation of these unique parts of Utah's
wildlife. natural heritage, no agency ever informed us of this project.
Although in the DEIS you make an admirable argument for smart growth, this ‘This is a major project, and we simply need more time to provide useful comment.
project will in fact promote low-density, leapfrog developments while
increasing the value of state lands, and private lands belonging to a cozy The NEPA process requires that the public be fully informed of the enviroamental impacts of any
group of multi-millionaire land speculators. The DEIS fails to make an federally funded project and be given adequate time to make comment. This can only happen if
adequate connection between the traffic needs generated by your model and you allow an extension. It is clearly a reasonsble request, and would be consistent with
the solution you've chosen. By your own admission, the build alternatives applicable federal law and court decisions on the matter,
would INCREASE traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three segments studied
versus the no-build alternative, Tj)’w- E E E
This project would also have devastating iImpacts on three endangered plant 9 E
species, These plants have experienced serious habitat loss through Danicl R. Patterson
development, drought and habitat degradation from off-road vehicles. This Desert Ecologist
highway could be the death knell for the plants whose numbers are already
down seriously before the project.
Sincerely, \
7))
é / L
Z’, /it = —
‘Richard DeLappe _'
Tucson * Idyllwild * Silver City * Phounix * Oakland + Boseman * Buzton NC * San Dicgo * Sitka
PO Box 505 / Springdale, UT 84767 / zionsydney@msn.com
DANIEL R. PATTERSON, DESERT ECOLOGIST
POB 710 TUCSON ARIZONA 85702
520.623.5252 x 306 TEL / 623.9797 FAX
DPATTERSON@ BIOLOGICALDIVERSITY.ORG * WWW.BIOLOGICALDIVERSITY.CRG
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-52 C-53
G R A N D C A N Y O N i i
May 23, 2002
By Cenified US mail
William H. King, Co-chair
Gregory Punske, Project Development Engineer Utah Native Plant Society
FHWA Utah Division 1564 Wasatch Drive
2520 West 4700 South Suite 9A Salt Lake City, Utah 84108-2446
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118 801- 582-0432
May 30, 2003
Gregory Punske, Project Development Engineer
RE: Southern Corridor DEIS Comment Deadline FHWA Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South Suite 94
Dear Mr, Punske, Salt Lake City, Utah 84118
The Grand Canyon Trust, a non-profit conservation organization, is dedicated to the
protection and restoration of the canyon country of the Colorado Plateau. We are in the RE: Southern Corridor DEIS Comment Deadline
process of reviewing the DEIS for the Southem Corridor, near St. George, UT and wish Dt N il
to make comment on its impacts and assumptions. This proposal has many ramifications ear Mr. Punske,
for the future of southem Utah's buman communities, its public lands, lnlli(l'hl plants and The Utah Native Plant Society was founded in 1978 and is dedicated to the preservation and
animals that depend upon them. In order to sufficiently review the complexity of these understanding of Utah native wildflowers and their habitats. We have 9 chapters and 500
issues and provide well-crafted and thoughtful comments, the public as a whole will need members statewide comprising both professional botanists and amateur plant enthusiasts. We are
more than the 45 days that you have allowed for comment. Warupectﬁdlqu‘lm that in the process of reviewing the DEIS for the Southern Corridor, near St. George and wish 1o make
1 Thank id ~ comment on its impacts and ar»snmpllons No other federally fund-e:l project that anyone can
You attmdlhecommpmadhymadd. 60 days. you fox 0. c-52.1 ber has ever Ived more federally listed, as tt i or end 1, wildlife species
si Iy, than this one, including four federally da gered plant species. As a consequence this DEIS
£ requires careful consideration and thought on our part before making comment.
% Ten days ago we requested from HDR Engineering and then UDOT directly, copies of the
biological surveys conducted by Dr. Ron Kass, Intermountain Ecosystems. These surveys are the
Bob H scientific underpinnings upon which much of the alternative analysis in the DEIS are based and
Pro Officer they are frequently footnoted in the DEIS. To date. we have been denied access to these
e do Yesterday, we received a phone call from Vince lzzo of HDR Engineering stating
that UDOT had approved providing us with a copy of the surveys and that we would be given a
copy of Ron Kass's survey work, but not umtil Tuesday, May 27, 2003. We cannot imagine why
that further delay is necessary. This will give us insufficient time to have these documents
reviewed by our scientific bers and make subseq upon the DEIS.
We therefore request that you extend the public comment period on the DEIS for an additional
60 days beyond the May 30, 2003 deadline. The NEPA process requires that the public be fully C-53.1
informed of the environmental impacts of any federally funded project and be given adequate
time to make comment. We hope that we will be able to obtain the documents on or after the 27"
and that the deadline will be extended so that we can make thoughtful comment on the DEIS.
Thank you for considering our request.
blm.mly /
William H. (“_/—"
2601 N. Fort Valley Rd., Flagstaff, Arizona 8600] (928) 774-7488 FAX (928) 774-7570
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-54 C-55
S ERRA Utah Chapter Utah Chapte:
l 2120 Sputh 1300 East, Suite 204, Salt Lake City, UT 84106-3783 2120 South 1300 East, Suite 204, Salt Lake City, UT 84106-3785
C LU B TEL: [801] 467-9297 FAX: [801] 467-9296 www siereachub.ong TEL: [801] 467-9297 FAX: [801] 467-9296 www.sierraclub.org
4 IUUNI)i_Jm'JI
23 May 2003 29 May 2003
Sent Via Certified Mail Gregory Punske
FHWA Utah Division
?:\ﬁ?;yl;ﬁsgvisiun 2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A
2520 West 4700 South, Ste 9A AL Lake City UT 94118
Sali.Lake Ciy UTE#LLE Subject: Sierra Club Comments on Southern Corridor DEIS
Subject: Extension of Comments on Southem Corridor Draft DEIS Dear Mr. Punske:
Disir Mr. Pitske: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the Southern Corridor. Unfortunately [
2 ; ; ; : did not receive a copy of the DEIS until a week ago since the Sierra Club copy was mailed to a long-retired
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft DEIS for the Southern Corridor. We have : | h [
spent the last two weeks studying the document carefully. It was in fact only during that period that our fum"lcl' officer of our group in St. Gegrge. This letter the official OI:ch Utah Chapter
volunteers have had a chance to review the document. Although the Sierra Club is listed in the DEIS (p. 7- P';Is_'crlr;c:,"b on the DEIS. Please direct any carrespondence on this issue to the chapter’s address
1) as one of the org to which the d was distributed, it was sent to Hal McMurrin. Mr. KRR BGYE.
i ighty- i b G in Washington County from 1984 ’ ’
Mcl;’ls":“" T dighty-cak yeard old, aerved s chisiraf gurKoleb Group's & ¥ The Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club has approximately 4,000 members who have a strong interest in
lo i how the St. George area grows and how such growth impacts Zion National Park. We have 132 members
. , . . ho live, travel and enjoy the outdoors in highly-scenic Washington County. Many of our members in the
E the t chapter leadership found out the DEIS was bid oy y. Many
“mnbit "’A“: %:;;T:;::;:::l::;\sgmup‘ ”:;:LCMEP s ;:f;.:le HsIo ‘:Z peigbay C-54.1 state, as well as others from around the country, travel to and camp, hike and enjoy the magnificent beauty,
extend the comment period by sixty (60} da;'s to allow more careful consideration and drafting of g::':f- quiet :":d ':‘l‘:;f' air in ﬁ:ot:i N:f:lﬂljﬂl P?irkt-' All oglhcsc L. wouldcllit pacted by i- j_ 1 C-55.1
comments on the DEIS. We appreciate your consideration of this request and look forward to your reply at opment, lack of access to transit, air pollution, and unnecessary waler and energy use resulting from
e above od g construction of a freeway near the boundary of Zion National Park.
Visy triily youss, The area for which the freeway is proposed is not just anywhere in the United States. It is, after all,
= the comridor leading up to one of the world's most beautiful and inspiring parks. In the immediate area
e | o where the freeway would be, instead of “physical ", we see fascinating, colorful geological
: /Lb_.‘_ ha features and fragile soils with significant plant populations. We believe that the people who have moved to
£ )' St George do it for the climate and the beauty of the area. Washington County has a wonderful opportunity
. a before the exp 1 overwhelming populati laught to steer the growth in such a way that the beauty of
jl;;:l%.l;:')::’rcsﬁ::_a Club the area is preserved and residential growth and access for all of the population, including senior citizens, is
pler, provided in the friendliest, least pollutant and water and energy consumptive manner.
Having said that we want to address the inadequacies of the DEIS in complying with NEPA and the
Endangered Species Act. The DEIS also does not provide smart growth ion choices or p i
of Zion National Park.
PURPOSE AND NEED
Southem Corridor DEIS Comments / Siemra Club / 1
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-55 C-55
(cont'd) (cont’d)
The purpose and need is summarized in several locations but perhaps most seriously enhanced transit system, with all the things that make it work, examined. The C-55.3
succinctly on p. 2-9, “Although the Southem Corridor does reduce some congestion, its travel model did not use mode split capability. Since the current transit system is so TI9-
primary purpose is to provide a regional transportation facility between St. George, limited, it would be useful to use the mode choices from other national park border cities
Washington City, and Hurricane, with a secondary purpose of reducing congestion on that do have a good transit system. We are also dealing with a large senior citizen
some existing arterial roads.” Further insight into the kinds of functions a regional population in the St. George area. This population may be more i { in transit use
portation facility provides can be found throughout the d but one may take than younger people. Assumption of a well-used, much-enhanced transit system would
this sentence on p. 4-20 describing the disadvantages of the no-build Alternative as certainly change the presumed need for the proposed freeway.
typical, “For example, if resident [sic] in Hurricane wanted to access the planned
industrial area in southern St. George, no direct access would be provided and local ALL APPROPRIATE ALTERNATIVES NOT ANALYZED
streets would have to be used.” Yet the urgency and importance of this regional
transportation facility is less apparent in the timing of construction as described on p. 2- Need for Smart Growth Alternative
20, “The first phase would likely be constructed by the time the 5t. George replacement
airport is completed in 2008.... When traffic demand warrants, the highway would be The Smart Growth description should be analyzed as an alternative, not just C-55.4
expanded to become a four-lane, limited access highway with access being provided at provided as an information picce about what it is possible to achieve. The DEIS
interchanges. The second phase would likely he constructed starting al S!t 9 and would catalogues in table 6.5-1 the many advantages of smart growth: more open space, thirty-
eventually link to the St. George replacement airport. Construction of this phase would five percent less water used, fewer vehicle miles traveled and less air pollution. Then the
be after 2010 and would also start as a two-lane limited access road.” [emphasis by DEIS proceeds to ignore that analysis as though it's a mirage. [t's not. All the build
authors of this letter] alternatives use VMTs that are either identical to, or insignificantly different from
. o . (Altematives A and D dnffer by 1%), the VMTs the DEIS describes in table 6.5-1 as the
This description of the timing of construction betrays what the real purposes and result of cor 1 gh the year 2030. It is imperative for the
needs for which the highway will be developed are. Certain specific developments, such disclosure and Itati NEPA quires for a rig smart growth
as I.hc airport, nocd access roads, and some of these access roads w]ll also ;I)n:sumably_ alternative to be included in ths mah.s.s The smart growth alternative should be further
relieve congestion. From figure 1-4, one can see the names of the influential corporations enhanced with a robust transit system, since more compact residences make a well-used
and persons whose developments will be turned into valuable highway-frontage land by transit system more possible.
the Southern Corridor. Leucadia Corporation, Klein Properties, Redhawk Subdivision,
Dixie Springs, Outlaw Ridge and SITLA will all benefit financially from the construction The Deis Analyzes An Inadequate Range Of Alternatives
of the Southern Corridor through or adjacent to their properties. One can postulate the C-55.5
fine-sounding objective of a regional transportation facility, but figure 1-4 speaks very The DEIS analyzes an inad range of al s. The principal difference
loquently of the financial forces bringing this highway into being to ac"‘"'?"_m“d:“e ’ among the three action alternatives is an insigni 1i b the termini on
growth on their property. The edly crucial regional transpor facility can wait C-55.2 State Route 9. Altemative D terminates approximately 1.1 road miles (as measured along
until after 2010, It's difficult to avoid the conclusion that a specific new highway was the ' State Route 9) from Alternative A which itself terminates at a point only 1.3 road miles
a priori preference for UDOT, FHWA and city planners, and the purpose and need of a from the terminus of Alternative E. In addition to sharing exactly the same route for
regional transportation facility were manufactured to dictate the outcome. what appears to be seventy-five to eighty percent of their lengths—the analysis does not
: : 5 : x appear to provide that datum—all the build alternatives use exactly the same design
The degree to which this DEIS fails the real transportation needs of Washingten standards and right-of-way.
County can be found in table 2.1-3 on p. 2-14. Afier spending quite possibly C-552
$300,000,000 for this highway, the resid of Washi County will, ding to the -29. . Wi i
traffic model employed, enjoy a whopping 7.7% decrease in their travel times versus the Rt OF Way Width lteniaives
no-build n.'ltcmauvc by the year 2030, Why would the public realize so little benefit from Al the build altemnatives are designed to identical specifications as shown in
Mcha 7. The of s ignway bypiass will creats figure 2-3. The right of way is at least 300 hundred feet wide as shown in the figure C-55.6
haphazard, Iuw-dcnsny sprawl that makes the automobile mdnspcnsable for most trips. (although one finds on p. 4-37 the confusing observation that the right of way is 328 feet
hrom fivs |ndu::1‘l netcj Fo; m&;'re nn(t__i- mo.r‘:a n;!ton;nhnle irips will come moredralfic wide); presumably the right of way is even wider still at interchanges. And along the
congestion caused by the Southern Corridor itself. fairly extensive segment where the Southern Commidor would be paralleled by a frontage
. ; . ~ road, the cumulative corridor might be as wide as 350 to 400 feet. Assuming a total right
'I_'hc purpose and need s.“nnn e 'h.ere will not he a much-enhanced Irlaﬂm_l C-55.3 of way for highway and frontage road of 380 feet, such a monster would consume
system from what currently exists. The assumptions on transit need to be changed and a approximately 45 acres for every mile of highway. We're perplexed that given the
Southern Corridor DEIS Comments / Sierra Club / 2 Southem Cormridor DEIS Comments / Sierra Club/ 3
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-55 C-55
(cont'd) (cont’d)
DEIS’s acknowledgement that 6.2 acres of bearclaw poppy habitat in the White Dome
would h': c:lmsumc,d bylﬁlc alignment :Efa.'ll the build alternatives, no mitigation or Cumulative Impact of Highway and Growth
I is even dered. Red orel of the 60-foot-wide median, or
shifting the entire alignment south suggest themselves as possibilities. Why weren't The highway will likely induce i il : .
el s . y will likely induce increased auto dependence and sprawl, which will
these possibilities included as an alternative? increase water, land and energy consumption. All factors of this cumulative impact need C-55.10
1o be anal "
NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE IMPROPERLY D ez
The analysis of the no-build alternative improperly considers only the potential c Bearclaw Poppy Habitat c
:;”:L"‘:;arﬁzzfame;.j:“mrf::‘;uial:hle ‘2: vl:s:iEI[SS(}ifr\:: ;um a”:]“t?im: T:l 55.7 In addition to this generalized failure of the cumulative impacts analysis, the -55.11
mzmaum Presismably e i e“ﬂ"f"‘z‘s e f;::‘; u?e lis:l o?lfnu.r DEIS fails to properly account for the cumulative impact of the Southern Corridor and
= RIe y the proposed frontage road in St. George on bearclaw poppy habitat. The authors of the
:l?:r:;;::“frd;d m“:ﬁi:;zﬁgg?;t?‘f ?i:i:ﬁ“a%‘:::::;‘;j;“;x“ﬁnw e DEIS are sufficiently aware of the plans of the City of St. George to build a frontage road
added under the no-build alternative. How can one realistically evaluate the levels of ;!?f;z::{:??::;ﬁ::?;%?;ﬁ:::(:Ffd:dseuﬁ;:: Em?::;n:n:lg‘; :ﬁ:r: 2
service in 2030, as this table purports to do, without this ml'ulrmnlm‘n? Atp. 4-20 one 4-89, no mention is made of the frontage road. On p. 4-87, one reads, “Approximately
r_ds, “Ttis likely that expanding the aterial sysiem would further increase cangestion. one poppy and 6.2 2 acres of habitat would be within the ROW at White Dome.” This
This sentence appears to be the only place at which the DEIS even deals with this must disclose the : of all plans related to the Southem
question, and one need scarcely add this is not a quantitative analysis. Were these new or Corrido dingered White Do del P
panded roads even included in the traffic modeling? arridor on endangered species at White Dome and elsewhere.
MPA N ZION NATIONAL PARK INSUFFICI VIOLATION OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
C-558 The I lates the End i Species Act. Although the St C-55.12
o . . . . violates pecies Ac ol ate
There is little mention and virtually no impact analysis of the proposed freeway
and resultant probable increased sprawl and air pollution on nearby Zion National Park. of Utah ‘?waﬁaea C:aw Pcr;s’;meryﬁPIM ?asd?;mve?fm 1h983h:nd the 'I}Swad
This is a very important national park that belongs to all of us, not just the people who Appioye L IELOVELY P 10 Ji6 Siget CMF e b Or &Hort. lids been fmplement
may want to live in a low-density, auto-dependent fashion near Zion National Park. by either agenc:y to protect and recover the SpECICS, Th.c population trend fm‘.'hc poppy
There needs to be a very serious study of the impact of this freeway and attendant low- has been t_inumwm'd in recent years, and addmlonn! habitat has been lost. I'" light of these
density development on Zion National Park where there has been an excellent attempt to agency failures, any further loss of poppy habitat in the White Dome arca is ;
increase mobility and decrease pollution. unacceptable. At least one alignment alternative should move further south to avoid
poppy habitat entirely.
THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS [S INADEQUATE
L Cls 2 s The to protect i plants from the destruction of habitat and C-55.13
. . taking of individual plants caused by the Southern Corridor are all in the conditional
Major Federal Projects mode. On p. 4-89, one reads, “In addition, the Wamer Ridge pnpulauon could be
. : . i e protected by the Southern Corvidor by limiting i and reducing OHV access
Db Al I:;:: ;I;nie T fede;.:- L Ao z;‘;ﬁn for 5t. Gc::'s:‘ i H?e Soi;:;:: C-55.9 between the Redhawk subdivision and Washington Dam Road.” One could just as casily
Corridor. The Southern Corridor DEIS at least makes reference to the other projects; ' present the ey gumeat that the highway itself will bring additional traffic into the
obviously, therefore, these projects qualify as Lo £ Wle fishure nctions: “This area from which additional OHV pressure on habitat will result. One also reads on p. 4-
DEIS would be the appropriare . in-which o und such an analysis. An 89, “Fencing White Dome has already been propnfsed in the Washtngton County Habitat
example of the failure of the DEIS to provide a cumulative analysis of all these federal Conservution Plan and is the for poppy habitat.” It
projects is found in the discussion of cumulative impacts to air quality on p. 4-46, is not satisfactory to substitute pious palaver for an actual plan and to describe these
“Overall, the growth in the area by the 2030 planning period would likely be the same vague wishes as “active conservation (mitigation) measures™ as the DEIS does on p. 4-87
with or without the Souther Corridor...." What we need to know—and the DEIS fails to S inaccurate.
give us—is how much different growth and air quality would be without the RP 13
Interchange, the proposed replacement airport and the Southern Comidor.
Southem Corridor DEIS Comments / Sierra Club Southern Corridor DEIS Comments / Sierra Club / 5
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-55 C-56
(cont’d)
iy
NADEQUATE 4(FV6(F) AN { o
“., %? UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
The sections 4(f)/6(1) evaluation is inad White Dome was designated an " D io-rial g AN
ACEC by Governor Scott Matheson on 3 demry 1984, Nowhere in chapter five is the C-55.14 ”:E;VER co anm.zu’n
g of this desi idered for qualification of White Dome under section Phone 800-227-8917
4(1). hittp:iiwww.epa.goviregion08
Sincerely you@ MAY 30 2003
iy Ref: B8EPR-N
\5(}“‘ Nina Dougherty David Gil:rbs o
Air Quality and Transportation Chair Federal Highway Administration
Utah Chapter, Sierra Club 2520 West 4700
South, Suite 9-A
Mark Clemens Salt Lake City, UT 84118
Chapter Co-ordinator
Utah Chapter, Sierra Club John Njord
Utah Department of Transportation
4501 South 2700 West
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-1245
RE: DEIS for Southem Corridor Highway
Washington County, UT
CEQ# 030154
Dear Messrs. Gibbs and Njord:
In accord with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and section 309 of the Clean Air m. the Environmental Protection Agency s (EPA)
Region 8 office is providi reg; g the Draft E
(DEIS) for the Soulhcm Comdor Highway ijecl from I-15 at Reference Post 2 in St. George,
Utah to SR-9 near Hurricane, Utah.
We would like to acknowledge the supenur qu.-n]:ly of this document in terms nf
disclosure of information. There is 11 in this d
projected land use changes, habitat fr and inable devel
also would like to thank the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) , the Utah Depnnmenl of
Transportation (UDOT), and their contractors for responding to many of the preliminary
comments made by EPA, as well as an overall willingness to be creative and look at the bigger
picture for this project. This was a pilot collaborative process, and we thought the process
worked well.
Southem Corridor DEIS Comments / Sierra Club / 6 Y
% Srinted on Rucycied Paper
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-56 C-56
(cont'd) (cont’d)
undeveloped area. A rating of 2 is given because there is insufficient information for EPA to
fully assess the environmental impacts of the BLM Right of Way. [In general, however, this
The DEIS analyzed four alternatives: the no build altemative and three very similar build document provided sufficient information for EPA to fully assess the other environmental

alternatives. The build altemnatives have very similar impacts. We would like to make clear that impacts, and we do appreciate the amount of attention given to EPA’s preliminary comments,

the greatest imp iated with this highway project are the indirect and cumulative impacts We have enclosed a summary of EPA’s rating criteria and definitions.

associated with the growth surrounding a new highway alignment. It therefore is very important C-56.1

that the information in Chapter 6 on Smart Growth be circulated and shared with interested
parties in the community. If there is any way to publicize the chapter, it should be done. A good
EIS provides information for future planning and project decisi; This EIS goes a long way in
doing this. It analyzes a well thought-out no build al ive and izes inabl
development principles. The next step would have been to bring those two analyses together for
future planning purposes. Although the information in Chapter 6 is thorough and unique, for
future analysis, 1: would be h:lpfu] to take that next step and analyze a sman growth or

inable d ve that incorp the principl lined in Chapter 6 that are
highly influenced hy transportation and pare it to other al ives. The analysis done,
however, may go a long way in helping local planners and agencies to make future planning
decisions.

Our major comments include: 1) The lack of appropriate analysis for NEPA compliance
for the BLM ROW. On page 1-1,it 15 smled that this DEIS will be adopted by BLM to fulfill
NEPA compli g to right of way (ROW) grant across public lands for
this project. Impacts to BLM lands as well as management options and mitigation for these
impacts, have not been addressed in this document; 2) Habitat fragmentation is a major issue and
although very good information is included in the document, there is no mitigation for the
impacts; 3) While the document does discuss 10 pote‘rl.tml interchanges, there is no comparative
analysis done on the imy of fewer interch in different locati We are
uncertain whether this will be analyzed ata later dme‘ and 4) We recommend additional
mitigation for air quality impacts from construction and water quality impacts. We have
enclosed detailed commenis on the above, as well as additional recommendations for the final
EIS.

Since our comments on the preliminary draft, l.here h:ls been new information placed in

the draft on the the no build alterative and p ial for So, despite the
fact that EPA has been quite involved in ﬂ'le development of this draft, there is new information
that forms the bases of many of our Some 1 , are the result of

seeing the whole document at once, redone. We do believe that the early involvement on this
project helped streamline the process.

Based on the procedures EPA uses to evaluate p ial envire I of
proposed actions and the adequacy of i i i, the EPA is rating all three build
alternatives in this document EC-2. The EC (Envi lmnmenl:l] Concems) rating is given when
there are environmental impacts that should be avoided to fully protect the environment. The

concerns here include habitat fragmentation from a new highway alignment through an

If you have questions on the encl please contact Deborah Lebow of my
staff at (303) 312-6223 or lebow.deborahi@epa.gov. We look forward to working with FHWA
and UDOT in parmetsh.p with other orgamzanuns, to identify sound solutions to the

envir P of P n
Snmm[y,
Cynthia Cody
Director, NEPA Program
Office of E Pre ion and Remedi
Enclosures (4): EPA's Detailed Comments
Sunum.ry of EPA’s Ratings Definitions
Miti M to Reduce issions During C ion
EPA Region X Daily C Emissions and mitigati

cc: Greg Punske, FHWA
Robert Dowell, UDOT
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-56 C-56
(cont'd) (cont’d)
EPA’s Detailed Comments environmentally-preferred alternative. According to CEQ s polh:)f, FHWA must selecta C-56.5
Somhenf CarrMar{{igkwayﬁMm preferred alternative in the Final EIS and an ¥-p ve in the .
Draft En Impact ROD. IfFHWA does not select an envi red ive, EPA can
recommend one at the DEIS stage. The three build nlt:rnatwcs are so similar that it
NEPA Concerns would be hard o select one over the other two. However, if protection of BLM land is
C-56.2 mclud.f.d with nne of the alternatives, EPA would likely consider this the
. BLM Right-af-Way: The DEIS states that this document will be adopted by BLM to fulfill lly-preferred al i
BLM's NEPA compli ining to a right of way (ROW) grant across
public lands for this project (5“ page 1- 1) We d° not think the appropriate analysis has . General Alternatives Comment: The three build altematives are very similar, It would C-56.6
been done for NEPA compliance for the BLM ROW. Section 4.12.2 on Wildlife Habitat have been helpful for comparison to have an alternative that incorporates smart growth ’
contains a statement that BLM will manage suitable public land habitats for recovery or principles as a reasonable alternative to the three Southern Corridor Build alternatives.
reestablishment of native populations th h collaborative
information on how that will be accomplished is missing. Sectlon 4 3 8.2 smns that the . Section 2.2: Ten potential i 1 are included in the is of each alternative.
greatest impact of this project would be use of the undeveloped desert and sensitive This is one feature of a new alignment in which altematives (number and location) can C-56.7
environmental areas as the population increases. How this impact will be managed is not significantly affect the indirect and cumulative impacts from growth and increased VMT.
addressed in this document. ‘We understand that FHWA will not be making the dec\s:ons on number and location of
interchanges. It is important for parison purp r. It would have been
We suggest that 1) A map be included in the document of the BLM lands and the ROW helpful to analyze various scenarios of i b for their img This analysi
2) If the St. George Field Office R M Plan includes this proj C-56.3 would be helpful to planners who are considering the information in Chapter 6 in how to
ROW the impacts and should be disclosed or add 1 in this d p the areas adj to the highway. (See section 4.1.1.2 for additional comment
If not, an additional NEPA d oran | should be done. Ata on this.)
minimum, it should address impacts from increased OHV traffic, increased recreational
use from the increasing population and access, species of concern and how they will be . Table 2.1-3 - shows that the average trip length measured in hours decreases but that C-56.8
i, and options for providing a barrier to these lands to reduce these vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and speed increase. This tells us that drivers will be going .
|mpa,c|s For this document to be used as the NEPA document for the BLM ROW, faster over longer distances, which may have an impact on wildlife/vehicle collisions and
significant additional information, with opportunity for public comment, will have to be potentially air emissions. As VMT goes up, so potentially do air toxic emissions and
added. If this is not modified, the statement on Page 1-1 should be taken out, and a NOx. Please disclose these imj in the d
. NEPA d prepared for the BLM ROW, but that would not be the
streamlined approach. B Section 2.1.1.3 Mass Transit - It is hwhile to note that although the area is not suited
to mass transit now, there are ways to plan for the growth that would allow for a viable C-56.9
At the outset of this project, BLM indicated an interest in using the Southern Corridor as C-56.4 mass transit system (i.e., buses and vans in this area) in the future. These could be
a barrier to sensitive public lands. We recommended that this would be an appropriate outlined for future planning.
additional purpose for this project. This purpose was not included and the scope of
analysis did not address impacts on BLM land. In particular, the placement of . Section 2.2.1 No !:!uifdA!ramau'w: ‘We commend you on the work done to develop and C-56.10
interchanges may have an impact on BLM land. Altematives with these impacts in mind analyze the no-build scenario. Itis noted on page 2-22 that all the road improvements '
could have been addressed. associated with the no-build would be included in the build altenatives also. It is not
clear, however, whether these impacts were factored into the analysis of the build
Chapter 2: Alternatives alternatives as they were in the no build alternative. If the improved road system was not
factored into the build alternatives, the analysis should be revised to reflect this.
. Preferred and Environmentally-Preferred Alternatives: FHWA did not select a
allc{ml.ivc. nor did they deﬁneynn e{vircnmcntn]l)’*pmfcrmd allmalivese\;chenp:lereﬂed C-56.5 * Table 2.¢-) C&Impan'san ofEuw'mmnem_af fmpa‘c.-s: We recormnnend Ll_ml i s under; €-56.11
g is tot 361 in the DEIS, per EPA policy, we rate all altematives, the water qu.al}:y resource category of this t:gblc include the_ amount of impervious )
I.n the final EIS, we recommend that FHWA determine which of the alternatives is the surface that will be needed for each altemnative, and that this be one of the impacts that is
1 2
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-56 C-56
(cont'd) (cont’d)
idered in designating the envi lly-preferred alternative. In the water body future environmental impacts. Is there a way to develop sustainably so that the
modification resource category, it is not clear whether the acreage for the build C-56.11 environmental impacts are reduced? This section refers to Chapter 6 on Smart Growth, C-56.16
1 ives includes the age from the no build altemative, given the comment above We would suggest adding information on how many acres in fact can be left undeveloped
that roads built for the no build will probably be built with the build altematives as well. under a smart growth scenario, from Table 6.5-1, or in fact putting the whole table in this
section, as well as in Chapter 6, for hasis on the envi | benefits of bl
Environmental Concerns development.
. It would be helpful to have just a paragraph on how this area fits into the Colorado C-56.12 . Section 4.3.8: This section makes it apparent how important a barrier will be if the C-56.17
Plateau, the ecosystem in which it lies. The Colorado Plateau, one of the most Southern Corridor is built. Again , a commitment from BLM on management of these
ecologically diverse areas in the world, is undergoing profound economic and lands or additional information on the impacts to BLM land from this project is necessary
demographic transformation. Extensive growth and impacts from expanded tourism are in this document. In particular, the Wamner Ridge ACED, which the document states
having an impact on the fragile natural and cultural resources in the area. Because of the may be potentially limited given the bearclaw poppy habitat, may need special
nature if the ecosystem, the fragility of desert ecosystems, and the cultural resources, 8 iderations. There is refe to use of the Southern Corridor as a
recovery from these impacts is slow and in some cases may never occur. This barrier, but no BLM i in the d Special from FHWA in
information may explain the big picture and why it is so necessary to protect the BLM cmslruct:ng the highway (e.g., h:ghway design as bamer or interchanges) could also be
lands in the project area. looked at in the d The mitig; are inadequate to reduce img to
the undeveloped desert and itive envi | areas as the population increases.
- Table 4.0 -1: Given the statement made in chapter 2 that the roadway improvements for
the no-build alternative would likely be built for the build altemnatives also, this table does C-56.13 . Section 4.8: Air Qua!:ry Impacts: The a1r quality impact nnal)'sls done for this project is C-56.18
not make sense. The additional acreage for “other major local roadways developed” very good. The description of logy is app
should be similar for all four altematives.
v Sections 3.8.2 and 4.8.5: Air Impacts to Zion: It is not clear why the Zion Naticnal Park C-56.19
- Section 4.1 Land Use Impacts: This is one of the best land use impacts chapter we have C-56.14 \-'mbl].lty data Iiom II'le nonhwesl bnund.ary of the park noted in the DEIS was not
seen in a transportation EIS. There is a great deal of information in here on the . d in ive and imp in Class | areas. The Zion
differences in the development that will occur between the build and no build scenarios momlonng location is much closer than the Bryce Canyon data that was presented. This
that should be important to local planners. is a significant issue as the cumulative impacts of high growth in the St. George area and
transport from Las Vegas will have an increasing impact on visibility in the Class [ area
- Section 4.1.1.2: Indirect Impacts of Interchange Number and Locations: The document C-56.15 of Zion National Park.
states that ten interchanges have been initially identified by the cities to satisfy expected
develof The section explains that the pl and number of interchanges can 3 Section 4.8.2: Construction Emissions: The 2002 and 2003 estimated PM-10 for C-56.20
have an impact on the environment, but does not analyze the differences at all. While we construction emissions is 697 and 630 tons/year respectively. The DEIS states that “This
agree: with this scctlon., it is not clear that any environmental analysis will be done before change is too small to have a major effect, and there would be no long-term effects
Iti y will be sel 1. As stated earlier, a comparison of scenarios on because the emissions would be temporary. However, the DEIS states that one phase of
impacts fmm placemenl and number of interchanges would be helpful. We are uncertain construction is expected to last 4 years, which we would not consider short term. While
that this analysis will be done art a later date and believe that the interchange impacts are the estimated construction PM is “less than 5% of the baseline” PM-10 emissions from
indirect impacts of this project which should be analyzed. This information is needed by construction for the entire county, it is significant when all 5% is concentrated in one
land use planners who may not get this information if it is not done here as well as to eorridor,
protect the BLM land.
For comparison pury the vehicular highway PM-10 for all of
. Table 4.1-1 : Cumul Land Use I This section contains some really good C-56.16 Washington County is approximately 766 tons/year. At 697 tons/year for construction in
information on acres developed. It states that about 27,700 acres have been developed o0 2002, the corridor construction emissions will nearly double the highway PM-10
and 309,300 acres are available for future develog The a heth emissions for the entire region for the years lhax oonsm:cuon takes place, and all 697 tons
those acres available for future develop can be developed in a way that minimizes will be concentrated in one corridor, C are appropriate.
3 4
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-56 C-56
(cont'd) (cont’d)
. . " F C-56.20 . )
The extremely dry climate and unpaved areas are likely to create a construction scenario . Section 4.10.2.2: Table 4.10-2: Please explain why TSS values for the existing (does this C-56.26
that will Pmdu“ huge amounts of dust in addition to the large amounts OfPM mmom mean no build?) scenario are larger than other alternatives. 0.
1 with diesel p d construction quip Significant miti i
dust suppressi “‘“"'R hing, street sweeping, equif idling restrictions, on-road . Section 4.10.2.2: Stormwater: There is a stalement to the effect that the Southem
grade diesel fuel, alternative fuels (biodiesel), and emission controlled equipment should Corridor design would include roadside ditches and detention ponds to retain all highway C-56.27
be considered. storm water runoff for a 10-year storm event. An agreement or requirement in effect to
require this should be referenced or in place. Please elaborate on how UDOT will ensure
« Section 4.8.3.2, Emission Modeling: In the g using Mobile 5b and C-56.21 Wil eeoiies
CAL3QHC it appears that a free flow speed of 70 mph was used. For the segment
analyzed, Table 2.1 shows LOS D. It is not clear whether a) the 70 mph free flow speed . Section 4.12.2: Wildlife Habitat: Under the no-build alternative, it is stated that 400 acres
was used; and b) the70 mph free I'Iw is representative of LOS D. IfLOS D is nota 70 of major roadway pavement would be required, about 365 of which would be new C-56.28
mph free flow, the estimated 8-hour average CO concentrations in Table 8.4-4 alignment. These numbers are not the same as elsewhere in the document. And, again,
would be higher. As the estimated concentrations Sm"" closer to the NAAQS, it may be does the analysis for the build alternatives include the 400 acres associated with the no
necessary for the UDEQ to consider a monitoring program in the future. build alternative given that these roads will be built anyway? It seems that if these
. =i numbers are not included for the build alternatives, the impacts for them are minimized.
o We have enclosed information used by EPA Regions 9 and 10 on construction mitigation
options. Many of these are applicable here. . Section 4.12.3: We submit that habitat frag is a very imp issue with a C-56.29
highway like this and that it is a direct as well as an indirect impact. The discussion in
. Section 4.9.4: Cumulative Noise Impacts: This secuon should include a noise evaluation C-56.22 section 4.12.4 on habitat fragmentation and roads as a barrier to wildlife is excellent.
from the updated St. George airport envi In addition, this section However, we believe more measures may be required to mitigate for this impact. We
should discuss the noise impacts to Zion National Park from all the growth in the area, as agree with the statement made that cities will need to implement land use planning that
well as the new highway and airport. reduces the amount of area for development and lessens the habitat fragmentation impact.
Develog guidelines or agr from the cities to address this issue would be
. .Secnun 4. HJ Water Quality Impacts: The water qua]tly section is well done. There is an t this d RN
ion of typical highway runoff , and a good discussion of C-56.23 St =
Toial Digsolved Solids (TD3) and Total Suspended Solids (TSS). A summary of BMPs . Section 4.14.3: Cumulative Impacts to Wildlife: The cumulative impacts do include C-56.30
to be used during construction and beyond would be beneficial. growth in the area. This section states that about 6.2 acres of bearclaw poppy habitat is '
g within the Southem Corridor ROW and would be affected by construction, about 0.1% of
. Section 4.10.2: Although de-icing will be just a once a year event, it will still be necessary total area habitat. But, the indirect and cumulative impacts would be much larger. We
to have mitigation measures as de-icing salis will contribute to the TDS levels, already a C-56.24 suggest including the number of acres of bearclaw poppy that could be affected with the
TMDL issue in the Virgin River and this area, growth in the area, a more important number. Some of this information may be included
in the work being done under the EPA grant to the City of §t. George. It is noted that
. Section 4.10.2: the document states that “Of the 87,700 acres of land available for C-56.25 FHWA and UDOT shifted alignment of the highway to avoid poppy habitat, but more
development, 23,000 would be used for roadways and highwa‘ys." The first number on mitigation may be required to address the indirect impacts of growth on the poppy. This
land available for development is not the same as the number in Table 4.1-1. Unless we is something that can be handled by an agreement with the local responsible agency to
are reading the Table wrong, it is the number for the land available in urbanized areas, but minimize impacts to the Poppy (and Milkvetch) when considering growth plans on
does not include the land available in the county. Under the No-Build Alternative, this private lands, or management measures on BLM or other public land.
section states that about 250 additional acres of major roadways would be needed in lieu
of the Southern Corridor. Again, it is stated elsewhere that the roads required for the no i Section 4.14.3.1: R , Sfor Minimizing Cumulative I  This is the C-56.31
build analysis would be built under the build scenarios as well. These numbers need to section where the grant from EPA to the City of St C-corgc shiould ba meaiicned. The
be consistent. It would be helpful to compare total impervious surface numbers for each work done under the grant should be taken into account in this analysis, We have ot
of the altematives in this section. seen the report yet, but my understanding is that if the plan is implemented, it may reduce
expected VMT and protect or minimize impacts to the Bearclaw Poppy and Milkveich
5 6
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-56 C-56
(cont'd) (cont’d)
habitat, b that the Southern Corrid be a signifi i C-56.31 i i
habitat, but suggests that outhern Corridor may be a significant commuting route to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
jobs. Pl_“"v“ _rﬂd_‘hc report when ﬁnal:zpd in mid-June and make sure that results are Rating System for Draft Envir 1 Impact §
summarized in this or other relevant sections. Definitions and Follow-Up Action*
Section 4.19: Construction Impacts: As stated earlier, construction impacts from this C-56.32 vironm. o
project are not so short term.  An additional impact should be added to the air quality
impacts discussion, impacts from diesel-powered construction equipment. We have LO - - Lack of Objections: The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential
attached the & chioa witliation mkisises i by regions 9 and 10 as examples of ennwumcnlnl |mpnﬂs r=q|||nng substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities
s G 4 B x i ¥ regi P for appli of mitig that could be plished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.
mitigation which can be used for this project. We recommend you use them as
appropriate. EC - - Environmental Concerns: The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in
order to fully protect the environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or
Secnon 4.23: Mitigation Summary: We recommend adding the air quality construction application of mitigation measures that can reduce these impacts.
as well as wk water quality additional measures would be C-56.33 S0 ta] Oblections: The EFA review has ideni ianificant impacts et should
nvironmenta jections: e review has significant IIHPM al shou
mqu\md for de-icing and the TMDL, as well as more mitigation for habitat fragmentation be avoided in order 1o provide adequate pmecllm for the environment. Corrective measures may require
?uch as agreements or processes by local governments which will reduce envirojnmental substantial changes to the p or consideration of some other project altemative (including the no-
impacts. action alternative or a new nh:mnnu]. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.
} ve Species: The d ins no inft on invasive species. We do C-56.34 EU .- Envimnmeﬂhll} Umtul‘atlnry The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of
B £ % e . they are ry from the dpoint of public health or welfare or environmental
knnwdﬂ:ll u}ﬂ:e C?Ior:dn‘:::,:m £OaySICHL, InVABIVY mﬁ B pr_(!b]_cm getung a quality. EPA ml:nda o work with the lead ag.en:y 1o reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts
great o a“mul'o"'r . ; roads are_alcaus? of the invasive species impact. wcldo are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on
not know whether in this particular area it is an impact. Please address whether this is an Environmental Quality (CEQ).
issue, and if so, what measures would be taken.
Chapter 6 on Smart Growth: As stated before, this chapter is well done. We continue to C-56.35 Al ol the lngact Stagement
beheye that it would have_been more usc_ful to usc_r.h.lsllnforrrltallun to compare the Category 1 - - Adequate: EPA believes the drafl EIS adeq wizs fovil i v - e
susta.mable_yuwlh scenano to the no build and build on a few orto preferred altemative and those of the aliematives reasonsbly available to the project or action. No further analysis
have more inft for ideration of indirect imp and mitigation. of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or inft
C-56.36 Category 2 - - Insufficient Information: The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully

Note: It does not appear that the road to the new St. George airport was taken into
account in this DEIS. The EA for the airport clearly stated that the road impacts would be
addressed in this EIS. Please disclose these impacts.

assess envnonmul Impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer
has i d new le all that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft
EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data,

analyses or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 - - Inadequate: EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately :lssrsscs pmm.lllly slpnl'cilu
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, that
are ouulde ol' dle spectum nl‘alufna:ms analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be wlyud in order to reduce the
| impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data,
lni];-‘s:s or djscusamns are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does
not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or Section
309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or
revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impects involved, this proposal could be a candidate for
referral to the CEQ,

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Proc for the Review of Federal Actions ing the i February,
1987,
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-56 C-56
(cont'd) (cont’d)
4.0; Affecied Er and E Co
L= Sy,
Signifi 11 ts Remainil itigati
Mitigation M es to Reduce E During Construction
After the impl et " of the af ioned mitigati , temporary land use impacts would
See NASA's §i v of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Volume 1, Table 0-1, for air quality be reduced 1o an insignificant level.
mitigation measures. "
4.192.6  Air Quality
. Properly maintain construction equipment; eion
. Evaluate the use of available alternative engines and diesel fuels: "
-engines using fuel cell technology The project would generate poll issions from the following construction activities: 1) the
-electric engines demolition of existing , 2) ion related to cut-and. and ling operations, 3)
-engines using liquified or compressed natural gas welding related 1o wnnnuoushr welded rail (CWR) operati 4) mobile issions related to
-diesel engines that meet the proposed EPA 2007 regulation of 0.01 g/bhp-hr construction worker travsl to and from project sites, 5) mobile emissions related to the delivery and
(grams per brake horsepower hour) hauling ef :.onsu:ur:lwn supplies and dcbm 1o u:d from project sites, and 6) stationary emissions related
-diesel engines outfitted with catalyzed diesel particulate filters and fueled with to fuel « ption by on-site quif
Jow sulx feee thn 1 poi il Roel Table 4.19-4 presents the estimated worst-case dail; issi iated with each ion phase
-diesel engines fueled with low sulfur fuel e pre AT lI2ti Exsociied Wit) cath comiuchon .
-fueling ofll—silc equipment, e.g., mining equipment, with lower sulfur highway As indicated in the tble; NOy and P.M"" emissions are anticipated to exceed SCAQMD significance
; : + B8, ) g thresholds during mest of the peried. Sh rm dust impacts would also occur as
diesel instead of off-road dnesgl fuel; o ) 2 result of construction activity.
. Reduce construction-related traffic trips and y idling of equig R e - .~
. Use newer, “cleaner” construction e.qmpment - — —
. Install control equip on diesel (particulate filters/traps TABLE 4.194
(DPTs), oxidizing soot filter, oxidation catalysts, and other appropriate control devices to DAILY CONSTRUCTION EM‘:SSIONS‘
the greatest extent that is technically feasible.) A particulate filter (“P-trap” or oxidizing Construction Phase Duration © [ ROG | NO, | so PMy,
soot filter) may control approximately 80% of diesel PM emissions. An oxidation ﬂ?ﬂ"‘ﬂ_nfﬂ_"ﬂ ; 5I5__l° ‘:5 ‘3“: 150 l;;
catalyst reduces PM emissions by only 20%, but can reduce CO emissions by 40%, and w: O e ees (i dcgrued Excavat 7 Gl S5
hydrocarbon emissions by 50%. Different control devices may be used simultaneously. Tunnel Boring (Dual Opersiion) 100 23 172 0 109
. Reroute the diesel truck traffic away from communities and schools. _ﬁ“i‘?‘smw“ﬁ;"ﬁl“ : 2 H 1 e 2
. Adopt a *Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan (CEMP). A CEMP would help to % T3 ch Vit T
ensure that the pracedures for impl ing all proposed mitigation are Simultancous Excavation and Tunnel Boring___ 137 239 295
sufficiently defined to ensure a reduction in the envir | impact from diesel PM ME%&M = :?‘; ;: ;'-'7 :;;
and NOx due to the project's construction. CEMP inclusions: g::’:m's:?“ Violatioa? L o o Y‘; H'. Vo
; i - | T Expressed in pounds per day
All construction-related engines are tuned to the engine manufacturer's specifications in ¥ Expressed in months.
accordance with the time I'ramcll _ d ‘Ilhe engine manufs ;mot idle for more i Ty A Haes Assoebaie
than 5 minutes; not tampered with in order to increase engine horsepower, include ———
parllcu]mte traps, oxidation catalysts and other suitable control devices on all construction
Juif used at the tion site; and use diesel fuel having a sl.llﬁ.lr content of 15 Although the total construction period will last about four 10 five years, air quality impacts would still be
ppm or less, or other suitable alternative diesel fuel. Minimize const lated localized and short-term. This is because construction equipment, and, therefore, air quility impacts,
traffic trips through appropriate policies and implementation measures, would move throughout the six-mile project alignment area. Thus, impacts on individual receptor
locations within the area that may be affected by the proposed project would be shori-term. Furthermore,
5 ’ ’ —— x because of the nature of construction activity and the phased construction schedule, some days will
gs:sumulfn:'lilt!’a;hdeit}i’osrim‘:Iura:?l;a]r:i{i::;mgg:ﬂc:lenr]i:ma;l:;:]ﬂaint:::ld?:? :::c. air experience a higher level of construction activity (which in rum generates 3 higher level of emissions),
i ill nat.
contaminants is warranted, and to undertake such additional air quality mitigation as is whils ouwcs il
appropriate and ble, and in an expeditious manner. [ ts
Impl. an adapti itigation measure program over the project's construction phase. Air quality impscts during construction are patentially significant.
Las Angeles Eastrice Corridor Final SEISSEIR Fage 4.197
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-57 C-57
(cont'd) (cont’'d)
endangered wildlife species than this one, which includes four federally serious problems and warning signs that cannot be ignored: the Virgin River in
endangered plant species. the year 2000 was apprmtirnmry 25% of normal and Lake Powell is at 49% of
normal in early 2003. T| inued rise in temp ( d breaking
The Grand Canyon Trust is a non-profit conservation organization that is weather mve:al years |r| a row) may make the St. George area a less desirable
dedicated lol:h:t Pﬁl‘f‘m‘m and mraﬂog?hof thefggm:g:?hm: We mdverv place to live. The DEIS failed to analyze if the limiting factor of water supply will
about the Is project on e human an limit growth over the next 30 years. In fact it is not illogical to assume that the
natural communities of southwest Utah, drought could extend throughout the entire period that the DEIS is intended to
The Ce: for Biological Diversity protect F 7 % d wild pl cover: an emn_'nple wou I_d be the reoeﬂt_an-ygar drought in parlhem ‘Afrim and
of ;nﬁhnt;r;aﬁw[zzglm Pacific ih?'ough :cienue.‘policy. Fsducaii:ln. :Ih!ﬁ‘:\ o Emwwitll:zr:d'sa;: ;:&;n;z:‘ssume this period of drought in Washington C-57.3
activism and environmental law. We have 7,500 members across Utah and the
nation. The DEIS fails to take into account the role that interest rates play in making
] C-57.1 housing in St. George affordable 1o those who mave to town. Currently interest
Purpose and Nead: rates are at a 45-year low and can only go up reducing immigration to St. George
d reducing th |ati rowth rate in the future.
« THE DEIS ASSUMES STATUS QUO AND FAILS TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT S feoerg e popvienen g gt ot iy
TRENDS AND RECENT EVENTS The DEIS further assumes that the next 30 years will be one of high growth like
: ’ the last 30 years. The DEIS, section 1.5.1, states that the population of St.
el r;‘:‘-:r'-:: :g:g;:dg:m‘:n?m‘;‘:‘wmb:”m_m““ n George in 2030 will be 122,727 people, according to the model from the
Juated in the Ii ht-uf ch thi 911 terrorism. viare. 1 lon; harta Governor's Office of Planning and Budget. A confidence interval or probability of
e.“ u in the lig &u ings as »-11, . , Fecession, han this increase occurring is not given. Furth these estimates are deemed
virus and SARS. too low because of future land use plans in St. George and the estimates are
- 5 4 < increased ta 147,990 residents in 2030 and are used in the DEIS to justify this
E::L'g?;c::ﬁ?&mfgﬂ?;@ wl?nr::gsidﬂqu ‘":::g f:;:g:;fr project. Hmn;e;'. the large SI'JI'pily of available land in tr:;a Ia:1d use plan does not
being built primarily to service an airport that could actually show a decline in ;ﬁ;ﬂmaﬁuﬁglﬂjrg-asarelggc:mla:::::isumn::thaz ﬁgg m ornsm
usage. The DEIS fails to acknowledge the trend towards broad acceptance of o " g
mass fransit across the country and what role it may play in St. George growth scenario will take place. Given a 2% per year growth rate to 2030 the
assuming energy consumption will stay like it is even as the American energy pogUliaton would only be 90'552' s lower number does not justily the
system s nearing a stage of crisis in terms of available fossil fuels. Tourism may proposed Southom Goyridor;nd cate out for. @ mare canservative projact C-57.4
not play the role in the future that it has in the past, The building of the new St.
George airport, which the Southern Corridor will serve, could be postponed. Proposed Alternatives:
St George is not an industrial city and has very little industry base. The DEIS
(asexcwiedges a lack of a centralized business district. The population of St. * NOBUILD ALTERNATIVE IS INVALID
supplg: ma:r: ma{:am.b;:mnaﬁm:;w: mgfggzz ?::;:?::: ::El A valid "no-build" alternative has not been provided in the DEIS. Further, the
work were fueling growth of the population. The economy remains depressed C-57.2 arguments *for" the provided no-build altemative are at leastin part not valid.
and shows no signs of improvement; this has slowed tourism and, in tum, the The statement on page 4-87 (paragraph ‘_'14'1'1) it and the img
need for growth. The county can therefore control this growth with appropriate would have to be analyzed separaiely. Itis a faise statement that threataned and
planning and create an open space envi it In &n ext Iy arid, water-poor :{::::gered species habitats were not found in the St. George replacement
area. i s
The DEIS Ignores the fact that global warming is becoming a reality and the Of most concern, the DEIS makes the following contradictory stat t
current climatic/drought stage could in fact last for a considerable period of time. W"W'D‘"g the three altematives (DEIS p. S-BJ =
Climatic/drought conditions have persisted through most of the 1990's creating This alternative would help BLM provide a barrier to protect the
Warner Ridge population of endangered bearclaw poppy from recreation
2 3
April 2005 Southern Corridor Final EIS 11-57



Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-57 C-57
(cont'd) (cont’'d)
activities.” pollinators. The USF&WS acknowledges that little is known about the rare bee
pollinators. In fact, there may be more than the two native bee species that are
And then this statement about the no-build alternative: involved (there may be two species of Perdita for example). Perdita meconis
was only first described in 1993, it is considered rare and shouiq be managed as
"This alternative would rlnt provide a barrier to protect the Wamer a sensitive species. Utah has a huge diversity (over 1,000 slpec;es)_nf native
Ridge population of end law poppy from recreation activities.” C-57.5 bees and there could be a heretofore-unidentified bee sp that is playing a
- : significant role in the survival of the federally listed species. In addition to this,
Beyond the contradictory nature of these statements, we completely reject them while the Synhalonia is not as rare as P. meconis, its nesting locations are not C-57.9
as lacking scientific basis and in fact are mnslsadlng and should be re_rnaved known.
from the DEIS and not be considered as a f: ble factor in tion with any The DEIS contains i rat 1ts which indicate that the appropriat
“build" alternative. A "no-build” alternative must be developed that will have no experts, such as Vincent Tepedino, have not been properly consulted. For
impacts on rare plant species. C-57.6 example:
» OTHER ALTERNATIVES HAVE NOT BEEN ADEQUATELY EXPLORED “Synhalonia is not specific to poppies.” (DEIS, p. 4-88)
A consideration of other options has not been provided. The DEIS only considers This is incorrect and it is obvious that qualified entomology experts, such as
alternatives to the northern connection route to the town of Hurricane. No Vincent Tepedino, have not been consuited.
alternatives are considered near the new airport. The widening of I-15 or moving Th 2 . 2
= : X e t that the is "self-compatible and not totally dependent on
the road further south (into Arizona If necessary) to avaid White Dome are other animal pollinators” (DEIS, p. 4-88) is not entirely true. Studies need to be
possibilties that have not been considered. C-57.7 conducted to determine the (a) quantity and (b) viability of self-pollinated versus
A ’ out-crossed fruits.
Environmental Impacts:
The DEIS has not taken into consideration available data from studies conducted
» SEED BANK STUDY NEEDED by the USU Bee Lab which could shed further light on the status of bee/pollina-
tors in the construction area.
The DEIS fails to provide any study for seeds in the soil. tis well known that o C-57.10
seeds of Arch ilis are initially undeveloped and may take several
years for the embryo to develop. The amount of seed bank (especially given « POLLINATION STUDY NEEDED
drought conditions of the past five years) has been shown to be a critical factor in
the survival of this species (and could also be in connection with others). Just C-57.8 This is a different issue, atthough related, to the rare bee issue. The new highway
because a live plant specimen was not found does not mean that plants have not ' will likely create a barrier to pollinators who are traveling between populations.
grown in any proposed areas of disturbance and seed bank studies must be Contrary to the assertion of the study, construction of the highway will likely
conducted for the federally listed species. It is known that the Arctomecon reduce the gene flow and lead to gene loss or genetic drift and hasten the
humilis seeds can be viable for ten years or more. 1 of three federally listed endangered plant speci While specific
studies about bees and h|ghway traffic are not known, there are studies
* RARE BEE STUDY NEEDED analyzing the impact of highway traffic on insects which show heavy insect
losses and thls |mpad has not beeﬂ gauged in any way in the DEIS. Fcr C-57.11
While the DEIS makes reference to the fact that rare bee/poliinators are in the Is susp d of being cap g
study area (see pp. 4-88-89), there is in fact no scientific basis to gauge the Wﬂkmel' Ridge and White Dﬂfﬂe what impact would the construction of the
impacts since the locations of the pollinators are not known. Therefore, higl have on this p
protecting “ground nesting pollinators" as described on DEIS p. 4-126 cannot
possibly bemef‘taken without a bee/pollinator study, which needs to be done in * SOIL ANALYSIS NEEDED
g g ium and Pediocact
sileri. There appears to be no soil analysis considered in the DEIS. Cryptogrammic soil
Any plan to ensure the survival of the bearclaw poppy, according to Vincent J has been detenqined to be important for the survival of some of the listed plants
Tepedino (research entomologist, USU Bee Lab), must include protection of its Specias. Appecibis Joss of crypogrumimic Soll o iy conkinuation ou
5
4
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-57 C-57
(cont'd) (cont’'d)
have a serious negative effect on the endangered plant populations; it is vital that Ron Kass listed Petalonyx parryl as a " iated with
this issue be addressed. humilis on May 8, 2000 at Wamer Ridge in his technical report of S b
C-57.12 2000. He also located Petalonyx parryi in the survey of the Atkinville !nwrchange
« CRITICAL HABITAT DESIGNATION REQUIRED on October 31, 2000.
Recently (late June 2003), a preliminary meeting was held by the
USFWS in St. George to discuss a multi-species recovery plan for the
four listed plant species identified by this project (three of which have ey var. longispina and Tricardi i are on the BLM Arizona
been identified as being likely harmed). Follow-up meetings are smp Field Office Special Status List, are known from Washington County at the
planned for the fall. The USFWS also intends to designate cnllal right elevation, and should be surveyed for too. Enceliopsis argophylia is also on
habitat for the two Astragalus species as well as Arct! the BLM Arizona Strip list.
Until the multi-speci y plan p is completed and the
critical habitat is designated, no disturbance of actual or po‘tental
habitat should occur. After critical habitats for all end ies in the Failure to survey for these species and mitigate for their presence could trigger
project have been designated these habitats should be avoided | by any road the need for these species to be listed, i.e. could cause them to be become
project. threatened or endangered.
C-57.13 C-57.14
« PLANT SURVEY INADEQUACIES
» SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES NOT SURVEYED Miscellaneous comments:
The method of the plant pre-surveys only involved checking records collected
The DEIS and prior plant surveys limited its scope of analysis solely to four from the B.Y.U. Herbarium. Other major herbariums, as well as the Utah Natural C-57.15
federally listed endangered plant species. The DEIS is required to consider Heritage Program, should also have been consulted.
federal and state sensitive and rare plant species as well. The viability of all
species within the project must be ensured inciuding the following, which are Dr. Kass is a well-known botanist, h . he d with other bird and C-57.16
known from the St. George area and grow within the elevation range of the animal surveys. His credentials in this reuard have not been presented in the '
Southem Corrider road project: DEIS. C-57.17
Carmissonia parryi 3-51 - Arctcomecon humilis occurs throughout White Dome and White Dome
Cirsium virginense represents critical habitat for the species. C-57.18
Cynanchum utahense o o . . ’
Enceliopsis argophylla 3-52-F sileri has y been "taken” in connection with the airport
Eriogonum subreniforme project and it is likely to occur in the study area.
Lomatium scabrum var. tripinnatum
Oenothera delloides var. decumbens + BIOLOGIC ASSESSMENT LACKS SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE
Pediomelum mephiticum
Petalonyx parryi The DEIS one-for-one proposal for habitat exchange is not acceptable and is not
Phacelia anelsonii scientifically valid. The fi y listed species cannct be st fully
Sclerocactus johnsonii germinated and survive for any penod of time outside of their natural
Yucca elata var. utshensis environment, nor can they be transplanted successfully. Their unique growing C-57.19
conditions cannot be easily duplicated. The one-for-one exchange does not ’
Al of these sensitive species are on the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, provide any real mitigation of the damage whatsoever. Further, if it were to do
June 1998 “rare” or “watch" species lists. Cirsium Wﬂm and Pefalonyx . any possible good and have any chance to succeed in this extremely fragile, arid
are on the BLM Augusl 2002, dmﬁ sensitive spacles list for Utah. Cirsium ) land, the exchange would have to be more like 50:1.
and Pi Isonii are on the Nevada . . ’ p— ;
Natural Heritage rare of watch lists. Furtl'bgrrnnre, there is no scientific basis or evidence that is indicated in the
biologic assessment that the highway will form a corridor to help protect the
6 7
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

northernmost population of Arcfomecon humilis on Warner Ridge. The factis
that this area is already at last partly fenced and a more appropriate mitigation
action would be to fix the broken fence, add more fence where needed, patrol the
area and increase public education. The highway will not fix the ORWOHV
problem, in fact, quite the opposite will accur. At least one interchange has been
proposed for the area that will only INCREASE access to Wamer Ridge, not
decrease it.

We are unaware of a single instance where a highway has been proven to be a
corridor for an endangered plant species and request explanation for that
rationale, which we believe is entirely without basis. Richard Forman, one of the
authors of the new book Road Ecology: Science and Solutions (Island Press,
2003), suggests that busy roads create an "avoidance zone" which is shunned by
many types of wildlife and that it is not a good use of funds for conservation

to be protecting wildlife habitats next to busy roads. Heavily used

roads fragment sensitive plant populations and habitats rather than protect them.

+ THE MOST KNOWLEDGABLE EXPERTS HAVE NOT BEEN CONSULTED

On page 4-82 of the DEIS the statement is made that "No trend data on plant
species were available." This is simply not true. Drs. Harper and Van Buren
have been collecting data in the area on these species for over ten years. The
appropriate experts have not been consulted in the drafting of this DEIS. On
page 4-89 it is stated that the "bearclaw poppy grows abundantly at White
Dome." This is not true. White Dome, a critical habitat for Arcfomecon humilis,
has been (despite the efforts of the State Lands & Forestry in the 1980's), badly
damaged by ORV/OHV use and while some plants do still grow there, they are
by no means growing abundantly. Page 4-89 also refers to a fencing of White
Dome, which is something we have always supported, but as far as we are
aware is not contained in the Washington County habitat Conservation Plan.

The BLM Arizona Strip Field Office has maintained a monitoring file for
Astragalus holl mgmnanum since 1988. The BLM Arizona Strip Field Office also
maintains a g file for Pediocactus sileri. These files should have been
reviewed for the DEIS and trends therein stated in the DEIS.

* MITIGATION: NO HABITAT LOSS IS ACCEPTABLE

Last year's continued drought has created the worst ever germination for both the
poppy and the milkvetch - these two species may be in the worst condition ever,
Datais a showing population losses are as much as 75% (Shinob Kibe
preserve) compared to two years ago. No further loss of habitat is acceptable to
this species. DEIS page 4-99, for example, seems to imply that because of the
claimed 0.1% impact to poppy habitat that the impact will be of no consequence.

C-57
(cont'd)

C-57.20

C-57.21

C-57.22

In fact, the full cumulative impacts of the last 30 years have shown exactly these
kinds of impacts, which are leading these species to the path of extinction. Until
or unless the USF&WS designates critical habitat for these species, no further
habitat on which the species, or their seeds, are found or are known to occur can
be lost.

* BLM MANAGEMENT AT WARNER RIDGE AND ACEC CONFLICTS

A highway should not be built through an area already designated as a federal

‘Area of Critical Environmental Concern,” ACEC. The highway should
completely avoid traversing any part of the three ACEC's in the cormridor: Lower
Virgin River, Red Bluff and Warner Ridge/Fort Pierce. Further, in the DEIS, p.4-
99, it is stated that the project would allow the BLM "to better manage OHV
access along Wamer Ridge.” It is not understood how this could possibly be true
in view of the fact that the highway will bring greater access points, more fence
that will likely not be kept in repair, more people who will use the
equestrianhiking trail for OHV use, at least one and maybe more new
interchanges into the area.

* NOPART OF THE PROJECT SHOULD INTERFERE WITH WHITE DOME

White Dome was (in approximately December of 1983) declared a state ACEC.
No part of the project should intersect or traverse White Dome.

+ ROAD CONSTRUCTION WILL INCREASE INVASIVE SPECIES

Construction of the project will bring increased invasive species, which are a
problem for several of the listed species, especially in view of the location of the
highway proximate to these populations. The impacts of these invasive species
on listed species, sensitive species and rare bee pollinators have not been
analyzed in the DEIS.

* CHEMICALS SPRAY IMPACT

To control invasive species mentioned above and in the rights of way proposed,
it is presumed that chemical sprays may be used by UDOT to manage these
areas. The impact of the use of these chemical sprays on rare bee pollinators as
well on other sensitive wildlife (including plant species) has not been analyzed in
the DEIS. Articles published by Vincent Tepedino need to be carefully studied
(for example, The Reproductive Biology of Rare Rangeland Plants and Their
Vulnerability to Insecticides  this article in fact includes information relating to
Amtomemn humilis and Psdlocscfus sileri — see

/
mnjunamn with poumamn hvology studles. the apprupnafe ‘buﬁar zone” for the
mamlmbd and other rare/sensitive species that will be impacted needs to be

ermined.

C-57
(cont’'d)

C-57.23

C-57.24

C-57.25

C-57.26
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-57 C-57
(cont’'d) (cont’'d)
TOXIC RUN-OFF FROM HIGHWAYS C-57.27 C-57.33
P h 6.4.3.2 acknowledges the toxic run-off from the new highway that will « DEIS DOES NOT DISCLOSE FULL RANGE OF CUMLUATIVE IMPACTS
ﬁém?mﬁﬂgm;:gﬁ: ::ﬁ ;ﬁm?&?{mﬁﬁlﬁmﬁ:‘ e Pages 2-24 thru 2-26 and C-21 in the DEIS discuss the "interchange" creep that
(including plant species) will occur.  No protection will later be afforded endangered wildlife and plant
" C-57.28 species as these interchanges are built and the DEIS is not properly determining
« RE-SURVEYS SHOULD OCCUR AT THE APPROPRIATE TIMES the impact of these interchanges. C-57.34
Re-surveys (see page 4-126 for example) need to be conducted at times when Nols that while on tharone hand River.Hoad fe being avolded by the
the listed species are in bloom. This includes early Aprilto at least early June; fecommencded afiaenatas, an intarohange is baing proposed with Rivar Road
the bloom times vary with the amount of precipitation. under all of the build alternatives, the impact of which could be severe to the
C-57.29 endangered and sensitive plant, bee and other wildlife species occurring in the
+ RE-VEGETATION area. Further, the Atkinville interchange appears to be designed for a "Western
Carridor” that is not discussed nor its associated impact discussed in the study.
We " tation of native species, but they should be indigenous to The resulting combined impact of this could be devastating to the survival of the C-57.35
Washington County (see for example page 4-126). Xeriscaping (see page 6-8) impacted species. '
must be carefully managed to avoid using plants that are known to become . .
invasive. We applaud SITLA for taking action to identify important habitat (see paragraph
C-57.30 4.14.3.1). However, they may have been misled into thinking that the only
« ORV STUDY NEEDED "sensitive” species were those that are federally listed and surveys for "sensitive" C-57.36
I identified here in this letter need to also be taken into .
(o ion of the | y will attract more people, more development, and consideration.
lead to more ORVIOHV usa likely hastening the extinction of the rare plant C-57.31 2
P Analysis of the imp of ir { ORV/OHV use needs to be done. -of. The negative impact to St. George businesses caused by diverting traffic to Zion
National Park through the new corridor has not been analyzed. C-57.37
+ POLICY OF OPEN SPACE INCREASES, NOT DECREASES THE AREA'S
VALUE
Summary
A retiree/service economy as acknowledged by the study dictates a policy and :
culture of open space which will Increase, in the long term, property values as it The purpose and need section of the DEIS for the proposed Southern Corridor C-57.38
will increase the desirability both to live and visit the St. George area. The study does not substantiate and support the building of up to 28 miles of new road and
seems to fail to recognize this basic fact. C-57.32 as many as 18 new intersections. There are no alternatives analyzed in regard to
the vast majority of the project. The “no build” alternative is invalid because it
calls for the building of other roads. Further studies of sensitive, rare and
threatened plant species as well as their seed-bank, soil, pollinators and habitat
= THE PROPOSED HIGHWAY IS HASTENING THE DEMISE OF A are called for to ensure their viability. Cumulative |n1pat.13 have not been fully'
SENSITIVE AREA OF BIODIVERSITY OF WHICH THERE IS NO EQUAL IN disclosed and studied. Mitigation top t impacts fo end
UTAH species are insufficient. Because of the inadequacies in the DEIS, any
. conclusions reached from the DEIS cannot be supported and are capricious and
The building of the corridor will spark development and will precipitate "sell-offs” arbitrary.
of state lands that would otherwise not occur in the immediate future (White
Dome for example) at artificially inflated prices. This will then more likely lead to
a loss of habitat for rare and sensitive species.
Cumulative Impacts:
10
11
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NUMBER NUMBER
C-57
(cont'd)

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Utah Plant Society

F
Utah Native Plant Society

T, %Pﬁg@p/

Bob Hoffa
Grand Canyon Trust

34 2 ?a:{-?ﬂzbmém

Daniel R. Pattarson This space is intentionally blank.
Center for Biological Diversity

CIK/UNPS
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-58 C-58
(cont’'d)
United States Department of the Interior
QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washingun, D.C. 20240 -2-
Page 4-102, Section 4.15.1 Cultural Resources: The first paragraph of this section C-58.2
MAY states that a total of B9 sites are eligible for the National Register of Historic
ER 03/368 ¢ 30 m Places (NRHP); however, the text in the Affected Environment states that there are
85 NRHP-eligible sites. Please clarify the discrepancy. Also, the last sentence of
this paragraph states that 9 sites are in the 3400 West area of potential effect,
Mr. Greg Punske while Table 4.15-1 states that there are 69 sites. Again, please clarify the
Project Development Engineer discrepancy.
Federal Highway Administration
Utah Division SECTION 4(f)/6(f) EVALUATION COMMENTS
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
Sait Lake City, UT 81448 We appreciate that Section 6(f) resources have been analyzed and that the project
will have no effect on Section 6(f) resources.
Dear Mr. Punske:
) ) . We are concerned that the Section 4(f] Evaluation does not adequately analyze the C-58.3
The Department of the Interior has review the Draft Environmental Impact Section 41f) properties located in the project area. We note in the DEIS a letter ~90.
Statement (DEIS) and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the Southern Corridor dated January 11, 2002, from the Department’s Bureau of Land Management
Canstruction from 1-15 near St Gsurg_e ta SR-9 near Hurricane in Washington (BLM) providing a list of Section 4(f) properties in the project area; however, the
County, Utah. We provide the following comments. Section 4(f) Evaluation dismisses many of these as being Section 4(f] properties.
The Section 4{f) Evaluation also states that no Section 4(f) properties will be
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS impacted, but the Environmental Cansequences chapter of the DEIS states that
. ; many of the Section 4(f) properties identified by BLM will be directly or indirectly
Overall, the DEIS is organized, concise, and well-written. The DEIS illustrates that impacted by one or more of the alternatives.
a thorough inventory of both recreational and cultural resources was completed,
including a Wild and Scenic Rivers inventory. Based on the above information, we suggest that a more complete Section 4(f)
) ) ) Evaluation be developed in accordance with the information BLM provided in their
The Department recagnizes and appreciates the amount of public and agency January 11, 2002 letter and the 1987 FHWA Section 4(f] Policy Paper. More
invol 1t that was initiated by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and specifically, we recommend the following:
the Utah Department of Transportation with affected parties including various
State and local agencies and the public. We are pleased that the Utah State = Verify that all Impacted Section 4(f) resources are analyzed in the Section 4(f]
Historic Preservation Office and other cultural resource organizations have been Evaluation. As a reminder, both existing and future planned resources can
consulted throughout the process and cancur with your findings. We are also qualify as Section 4{f) properties.
pleased that Native American consultation was conducted and that their requests
were considered during the process. * Impacts to each Section 4(f) property must be analyzed for each alternative
carried forward, including a detailed analysis of the location, context,
SECTIONS 4(f)/6(f)] EVALUATION COMMENTS duration, and intensity of the impact. Impacts should be described according
- " . - . to the project’s “use” and “constructive use” of the Section 4(f) property.
Page 3-17, 3'--3-5" tion # es: The descriptions of the various C-58.1 This analysis is required for all types of impacts including beneficial or
recreation resources are informative and succinct; however, some of the adverse, and temporary or permanent
descriptions do not explain who manages the land. We recommend that this '
information be included to help clarify which resources qualify as Section 4(f)
properties.
Southern Corridor Final EIS 11-63
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-58 C-59
(cont’'d)
United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
-3- Anizona Strip Ficld Office
5t. George Field Office
= Avoidance alternatives must be addressed in order to demonstrate that there C-58.3 345 E. Riverside Drive
Is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of Section 4(f) properties. ' Mmg;ﬁfﬁ‘f: .UFT‘;‘ (1’,'2, 688.3258
This includes different location alternatives and design shifts that avoid the
use of that land.
* Mitigation measures need to be disclosed in the Section 4(f) Evaluation to ﬁ;ggrref;;w:
show that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to (010)1100
Section 4{f) resources. Tune 2, 2003
* A coordination section must be included to describe what putlic and agency
invulver?\ent has occurred with regards to the Section 4(f) Evaluation, A Gregory Punske, Project Development Engineer
conclusion section is also required. FHWA Utah Division
; 7 : 2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
* As for cultural resources, please discuss how you determined which Salt Lake City UT 84118
archaeological sites warrant preservation in place. This should be conducted
in consultation with the SHPO. Robert Dowell, Project Director
Utah Department of Transportation
Without the proper elements or sufficient information contained in the Section 4(f) 1345 South 350 West
Evaluation, we cannot concur with your findings at this time. We recommend that Richfield UT 84701
the Section 4(f) Evaluation provide a more adequate analysis of all impacted
Section 41f) properties in the project area, at which time we will be happy 10 Southern Corridor Project
provide an additional review for concurrence. HDR Engineering
3995 South 700 East, Suite 100
For further information regarding cultural resources, please contact Cheryl Sult Lake City UT 84107
Eckhardt, National Park Service, P. O. Box 26287, Denver, CO 80225, telephone:
303.969.2851. RE: FHWA-UT-EIS-03-01-D, UDOT SP-LC53(l)
We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. Gentlemen:
The St. George Field Office (SGFO) and the Arizona Strip Field Office (ASFO) of the U.S.
Sincerel Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Munagement (BLM) jointly submit this letter with
‘Y- our comments on the Sou rridor Draft Environmental act § nt and
. Section 4(f) Evaluation (DEIS). These are linked as closely as possible 1o relevant sections of
;6%(/ the DEIS and are as follows:
illie R. Taylor s and Chapter 1- Purpose of and Need for Actio
Director, Office of Environmental Policy Y e e S
and Compliance SGFO Comments:
The SGFO manages public domain lands in Washington County, Utah, within and adjacent to
the propased project urea for the Southemn Corridor. BLM, through the SGFO, is a cooperating
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C-59 C-59
(cont'd) (cont’d)
agency for the federal environmental comphance process, under the National Environmental “Arizona Strip”. This is the region north and west of the Colorado River in Arizona. These
Policy Act (NEPA) and its impl g that has resulted in the preparation and BLM lands and resources are currently managed under a 1992 RMP. The ASFO is in the
release of this DEIS. This office also would have responsibility for granting a right-of-way, process of developing a new RMP and accompanying DEILS that will guide future management
under authority of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLEMA), for that segment of decisions. The Southern Corridor project could influence alternative development for the
the Southem Corridor that is proposed to cross public domain lands in Washington County. planning process on adjacent public lands of the Arizona Strip. The mpidly increasing urban
development in Washington County, and d land use and have clear
Public lands within the administrative area of SGFO are managed under objectives and decisions direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the BLM lands and resources south of the stale line
codified in the S1. George Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan, (RMP), on the Arizona Strip. The DEIS generally fuls to ach ledge, much less comprehensively
approved in March of 1999. No reference is made in the DEIS to this RMP, either in section address, both the and these p While these i impacts might be very
1.1.3.2 which describes “Local Planning Studies and General Plans” (page 1-5), or in section similur to those analyzed in the DEIS for BLM lands and resources in ‘Washington County, north
3.1.3.1 “Local Land Use Plans (p. 3-3). In other sections of the DEIS (e.g., 4.12.2. Wildlife of the stute line, we believe that the DELS should have nevertheless extended the analysis to
Habitat), management direction from the RMP tor public lands within the proposed Southem include references to the Arizona Strip.
Corridor study area is paraphrased, but no citati ided to indicate the source. Similarly, no
references are made to applicable land use plans Pnr the adjacent Arizona Strip public domain Where the propused Southern Comidor leaves Inlcrsme 15 and runs near or almost along the
lands. state line for some the lands i diately to the south in Arizona are
administered by Arizona Stute Lands. The DEIS should have referenced these state lands us
This is clearly a serious omission that must be corrected in the Final EIS, since the project area well, along with the land use autherity of Mohave County Arizona. The DEIS should have
includes public lands that are subject 1o the Sr George RMP. a\cuons proposed on public lands cumulatively analyzed the future prospects that these state lands within Mohave County may
must be in confe with ined in the applicable approved RMPs evenlually be transferred into private ownership for development. Public lands managed by
er, at a minimum, not conflict with those decisions. Any propesals for land uses that would not ASFO generally surround these state lunds on the west, south, and east, and come to within about
be in conformance with the RMP must be denied or the RMP amended. BLM requires Lhax all two or three miles of the Southemn Corridor. This general area has already experienced
NEPA documents disclose whether project proposals are |n with the appr increasing levels of public use, including the visible proliferation of off-road vehicle impacts.
RMP and provide specific citaton(s) of the thar relate to the proposal. A
copy of the RMP was made available to HDR during the early phases of the DEIS preparation: As part of the revision process for the ASFO RMP, we have identified those Arizona Strip BLM
the Southern [Tt ion] Corridor, including a “bypass spur” along the Hurricane Cliffs 10 lands p to the di | in the southern St. George Basin as an Urban
connect with SR 9, was identified in the RMP (ROW-LD-16, page 2.5) as “within the scope™ of Interface area. We dllllclpm thm. the future RMP will include specific decisions for this area
the SGFO RMP. 1f this EIS is to be adopted by SGFO BLM as its NEPA analysis to support the relating to BLM's ability to implement projects, approve a variety of land tenure adjustments,
granting of a right-of-way across public lands for the project, this conformance screening must and uuthorize recreational and other uses that will be regs i or b y due to this
be included. development. Itis crucial that all land use planning efforts by relevant federal, state, and local
agencies in this region (on both sides of the state line) are effectively coordinated, so that adverse
In LI\e Suxnml.ry sectlm of the DEIS (S.1), the last sentence notes the project purpose of impacts associated with this rupid development will be uvmd,ad reduced, andfor mitigated as
ion facility to “compl local land use plans.” We believe much as poss:ble If this is not plished, & more p h may result in an
that eﬂher mc ‘word local should be removed, or the reference should be expanded to include analysis, poorly lnmgmed d.cvclopmems haphuzard growth,
other relevant stare and federal land use plans. Similarly, other sections of the DEIS that y costs, und avoiduble adverse impacts. We request that these concerns be
enumerate and describe land use plans upplicuble to the proposed project area (see above) should thoroughly add 1 in the Final Envi | Impact S| (FEIS) for this proposed
also be expanded to include state und federal plans. project.
The Summary chapter at S-2 also contains errata in the discussion of the multi-species Hubitut Combined SGFO and ASFO Comments:
Conservation Plan for Washington County, approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
1996. The now nearly 62,000-acre Red Cliffs Desert Reserve was established at that time, not Chapter 2-Proposed Action and Alternatives
“wiould be established” as the text here states.
Page 2-5, paragraph 2, line 2 states that the “Red Cliffs Desert Reserve was established to protect
ASFO Comments: the Mojave desent tortoise ... from future growth”. This statement is syntactically awkward und
somewhat misrepresents I.'he need for and intent of the Reserve. Washing County d
The ASFO munages public lands and resources immediately south of the DEIS study area on the its Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for the federally threatened Mojave desert tortoise und other
2 3
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(cont'd) (cont’d)
at-risk species. The HCP identified a number of management acdons inlended to assist the southeastern St. George (site of the C lly designated “Di Footprint Preserve™),
recovery and de-listing of the Mojave desert tortoise and prevent the need to list other species, and elsewhere in the broad “study area”, Paragraph 2 of section 3.15.2.4 goes on to state; “a
including both wildlife and native plants. A critical component of the HCP was the paleontological survey was completed for the study area™. Again, this clearly means only the
establishment of a “Reserve’, where munuagement would focus on protecting species from the propased “project area”, rather than the larger regional area that is labeled the “study area”
direct und indirect effects of a variety of human ar:u vities, :uch as mmmg. utility comdor elsewhere in the DEIS.
developments, roadways, landfills, certain uses, residentizl and
construction, domestic livestock grazing, and other actions that can directly or indirectly impact Similarly, the section on Wild and Scenic Rivers states that none oceur in the “study area”. If the
sensitive species and their habitats. The threats and impacts were not just limited to “future study area is broad and regional, then this statement is not accurate: a number of river segments
growth”, By protecting specics and their habitats, through the vanous actions of the HCP have been recently studied and i for inclusion in the National Wild and Seanic
including the management of the Reserve, Washington County is able to proceed with orderly Rivers System, both on BLM-administered public lands und on lederal lands managed by
growth and other develog on private, municipal, and state lands in the county. National Park Service. For Recreation Resources, section 3.3.9, the “study area” is defined as
“any location where the Southern Corridor would open, limit, or potentially close accass to
On Figure 2-2 (Regional Alig ), the | of the study area is graphically depicted. This recreation areas.” Again, consistency in terminology and concepts would assist the reuder here.
arca appears to be arbitrarily narrow where it leaves Interstate 15 to stay north of the state line,
and then it greutly expands in width as it p ds north and nort! toward Hurri There Section 3.1.1 Paragraph 2.
is no explanation for this discrepancy in relative width along the study area. But the practical
result is that the study area does not include, as it should, the relevant portion of the Arizona This section describes the administrative status of lands in the “study area™, rather thun the more
Swip. This fundamental defect should be comrected in the FEIS. testricted project area, and lists several federul agencies, including BLM, BIA, NPS and the
(U.S. Department of Agriculture's) Forest Service. The following staternents then focus on the
Similarly, in Figure 2-5 (Other Altemnatives Considered), there are three green cross-hatched Federal Land Policy and Management Act (note correct title) of 1976 (Public Law 94-579, 90
polygons to indicate Holmgren Milkvetch habitat. Two of these polygons abruptly and STAT 2743). Itis unclear why FLMPA is called out for specific discussion here, since no
arbitrarily terminate at rhr. state line, without reference to whether they continue south of this linkage batween that Act and BLM is offered.
line. Obviously, bi I such as this plant species da not respect state boundaries,
nor do the ive human i wpacts from the Southermn Corridor project or other developments The terms “public lands" in this section of the DEIS are used collectively to include all “Federal
end at these legal boundaries. We believe that the FEIS must address and anulyze possible lands, wilderness areas, state lands, and open space” (section 3.1.2-sentence 2). This usage is
impacts on the Holmgren Milkvetch and other resources on a holistic basis, regardless of the directly contrary to the definition provided in FLPMA, also referenced in this section. FLPMA
location of the state line. provides legislative direction for “public lands” ~by definition in that Act, those Federal “lands
and interest in lands owned by the United States within the several States and administered by
Chapter 3-Affected Environment the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Land Management”. FLPMA does not apply
to Pederal lands administered by the U.S. Department of the Interior’s NPS, BIA, or the USDA
This chapter uses the terms “study area” on an apparently ad hoc basis; the inconsistencies are Forest Service, but rather only to “public lands administered by the Secretary of the Interior
confusing and unexplained. In describing some resources, the scale of the “study area” is broad through BLM". This distincticn is not made here nor is there 2 linkage made berween FLPMA
and regional, reaching to the state line, sometimes south of that line, and extending to the county and BLM that would help the reuder understand why FLPMA (as BLM's “organic act”) is even
boundaries. For other the use of “study area” describes the presumably smaller scale discussed here.
“project area™. Consistency in terminology und some standardized definitions of terms are
desperately needed here. Further, as noted above, nowhere in the DEIS is any reference made to the FLPMA-generated St.
George Field Office RMP (1999), the -lpprovcd ldnd. use plan for BLM-administered public lands
As examples, the “study ares” for data on the administrative status of lands includes Zion in Washington County that comprise u sub ge of the proposed Southern Corridor
National Park and the Dixie National Forest, both units being located well outside possible project areg, nor (o the Arizona Strip RMPs, currently undergoing new planning. These BLM
project “footprint” of the Southemn Corridor. whgm pulevntological resources re described, RMPs were prepared to be consistent, to the extent possible, with local municipal and county
sccuon 3.15.2.4 srates that “no pal have been doc 1 in the study plans,
. If the study area is the hro.ui ,' ] urea of h Washington County, as the 2
.wlmmmratwe stutus “study areu” implies, then this is an inaccurate statement. Within the As we huve noted in prior comments, public lands ure “administered [not owned] by the
general “study area” in Wamner Valley, BLM admini ani d di tracks site, Secretary of the [nterior through the Bureau of Lund Management”. Ownership of these lands
fossil remains of scientific interest ure ulso found in Zion National Park, on Smith Mesu, in resides with the “United States”. The DEIS should be globully chunged to replace BLM-owned
4 5
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oS 5 = : . many visitors interested in local history aml hmlngn tourism. Similarly, the interpreted Dinosaur
with “BLM-administered " where this usage rémins. Trackway site is a popular within the ACEC. The ACEC is
. . also d to provide opp for diverse recreation uses, such as hiking, viewing
Section 3.1.2 Existing Land Use wildlife, mountain biking, equestrian trail riding, and motorized vehicle uses, where consistent
A : ; % i 2 with the need to protect sensi Those p of the ACEC that contain habitat
The last sentence of this section d.:smbc_silw fB]lMIad:m m.sﬂ:md 73 o? i D"? M:I‘::I'I:I::s and/or populations of the federally-endangered bear claw poppy are closed to motorized off-
Wildemness Area that [in Utah] is compris .? slightly less then 2, :;c‘r;:ln Py fthe . highway vehicle travel (OHVY), as are the Fort Pearce historic site and the Dinossur Trackway
The DEIS makes no mention of the substantially larger total acreage (15, 821 acres) o site. The ACEC is located within the boundaries of the larger Sand Mountain Special Recreation
designated Wilderness Area, which is contained in Arizona. The maps figures incomectly label Management Area (SRMA)".
this as the “Beaver Mountain Wildemess Area” (e.g., Figure 3-2). Corrections med o be made
to figures and text in the DEIS. The DEIS also does not reft other Additional d fi on the Fort Peurce and the Dinosaur Trackway sites, such as
ions in the sume geograp hic region of Arizona, particularly the Paiute Wildemess Area that elready mc!ud:d in the DEIS could be added here. Y
and Grand Canyon-F N I Me
Sugzested revisions to description of the Sand M in Speciul R ion M Aren:
Section 3.1.3 “Local” Land Use Plans ot E Lo .
i ) . . " “The Sand Mountain SRMA, is u BLM-desi 4 ion area d on more than
See comment above regarding the need to ’m]“df in this section those federal and state plans 40,000 ucres of public lands. SRMAs are well-defined land units that suppon: a combination of
which provide management direction for lands within and sdjacent (o the proposed project area. natural features, such as ﬂ:e sand dune complex of Sand Mountain, meking them attractive and
) . . . . ble for i | ong ined basis (SGFO RMP
Figure 3-7 (BLM Grazing Allotments Within Study Area) only indicates allotments in Utah 1999:2.41). Visitor attractions within the Sand Mountain SRMA include OHV riding on the
without referencing those within u similar geographic radius in the Arizona Strip. Please correct sand dunes, equestrian trial riding around Sand Mountain, hiking, wildlife viewing, and also
this omission in the FEIS. those values, like historic Fort Pearce, contained in the Wamer Ridge/Fort Pearce ACEC."
Section 3.3.9 Recreational Resources Errata, page 3-18, line 2: the Sund Hollow Recreation Area is comprised of privare lands,
+ i . i > ing the newly d reservoir, as well as BLM-administered public lands within
This section contains a number of errata end omissions concerning BLM-administered recreation the Sund Mountain SRMA. State lunds are also contained within the boundaries of the
resources in and near the project ares. The section is also in need of revision 1o more logically Recreation Area; these are administered by SITLA. A collaborative planning effort for the Sand
crder the resources and arcas d:scpbed- Pm‘.lsmph line one of the introductory section Hollow Recreation Area, involving local recreational user groups, BLM, Utah Division of Parks
the addition of the following: “p linterviews with [recreation specialists] with and Recreation, state and local government representatives, and extensive public input, resulted
state and federal [land munaging] agencies”. |n the preparation of the Sand Hollow Recrestion Management Plan in 2001 to guide facilities
i . develog and other actions in the new Recreation Arew.
Tn contrast to most other DEIS grag Figure 3-9 (R IR ) does include
fi to some Arizana Strip fe such as the Dutchman and Sunshins Loop Trails. Errata: Dutchman and Sunshine Loop Trails on public lunds administered by the BLM-ASFO in
However, we believe that the FELS should provide more thorough references to other proximate Arizona
recreational designations in the ASFO 1992 RMP. For example. the annual Rhino Rally
competitive motorcycle events have occurred on BLM lands on both sides of the state line. Honeymoon Trail
Erruta: The Honeymoon Trail followed Fort Pearce Wash, so at least some portions of the trail
Section 3.3.9.2 are defined in the “project area™ or “study urea”. The Trail is moderately used (not seldom) by
equestrians, hikers, motorcyclists and ATV riders.
Suggested revisions to the Wamer Ridge/Fort Pearce ACEC section:
Dominguez-Escalunte Trail/Old Spanish Trail
“This BLM-admini d ACEC was d d through the St. Gearge RMP (1999) to provide
special 2 ion o fragile on public lands within its boundaries, Additional information is needed here to address recent Congressional legislation (2003) that
including the riparian zone of Fort Pearce Wash, endangered bear claw poppy popu!mnns und designated the Old Spanish Trail (os‘n as pm of the National Historic Trails (NHT) system,
habitat, significant fossil and National Regi ligible and listed p The One of the alig of the new|y-desi | NHT crosses public lands on the Arizona Strip,
Nalional Register-listed historic Fort Pearce is an m\:rprﬂr.d site within the ACEC thar attracts
7
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neer the Utah state line: another passes ?Img lhn upper Santa len River gd over Utsh Hill in always subject to fund.tng and staffing constraints, and may change over time, based on changing
western Washington County, presumably within the “study area”, but outside the proposed needs, | dates, and other factors. BLM's overall munagement objectives
project area. Since the DEIS considers effects 1o historic trails and displays them on Figure 3-9, for public lands etsalid bis o appropriately analyzed in the cumulative impacts section, not as
additional information on the recently designated OST, at least the alignment neer the project substitute here for an analysis of project-related impacts end the efficacy of all proposed
area on the Arizona Strip, should be included and any project-related impacts also disclosed. mitigation messures that are specific to the Southern Corridor project.
Figure 3-16 (Visual Resources Key Observation Points) includes one point (KOP-1) just north of Scction 4.2.4 Livestock Grazing
the state |ine, but none immediately south of the line. This is arbitrary because visual
observations and resources are not changed by the pressuice of his line, We reconmend tha the ‘This unalysis contains  number of erors. It also fails to include a scenario for analysis that was
FEIS provide some additional observarion points at appropriste Mapnna within Lhr. Arnzona requested by BLM-SGFO, under which project-related effects to livestock grazing permit
Strip looking north. I'l'he mfupmgr_m from these points would explain how the visual resources holders and their operations on pubhc lands would have been mitigated through purchase and
would change for Arizona Strip visitors and users. subsequent retirement of the geazing permits on those allotments where grazing operations would
Ch Envi tal C, be Wy pted and ially made less Ily viable as a result of the
Apher 4 * di i Also, weq whether any water development costs would have to be bome by
: ; t holder, si nce the need to replace o develop new water sources within affected
As with ('.I'huphe.r 3, there are many places in Chapter 4 (Eavironmental Consequences) where ﬂ’.',a pcmu l\]:ould h;“ lted from pl ; oanI'w Southern Corridor. We believe this to
potential impects on BLM-administered or state-owned lands on the Arizona Strip are ignored or be & Srroneois conclusion
given shor shrift. Indeed, the arbitrary limit on the southem extent of the study area correlates X
with many of the missing or deficient mnlyses of impacts. For example, the discussion about the Section 4.2.4.1
number and location of interch by al ive generally does not reference compatibility ot £ : " . "
with the ASFO 1992 RMP decisions noc what these interchunges may portend for the new ASFO Emt:l Delets ﬁ':;. ey l:" Bascprop for Hvasrock § B2 ate nox necngsarily
RMP planning process. The proposed interchange at River Road is instructive. River Road CORtEIOUR D, JUDLIR A el
proceeds south and becomes a primary travel corridor that provides access deep into a more Section 4.2.4.3
emote portion of the roads Gran, SR
Ea.nyon? oy J?r:.z?rta‘s:np Mu".f::’nﬂo%; Mf‘ m:ilwm&:h;ﬁ:nm o‘: Errata: We do not believe that the State of Utah “waould be required” to compensate grazing
interchanges near the state ]IM including one at River Road, may impact Arizona Sirip resources pc'ﬁ“::‘:dmtf:r::: AUmmwuﬂllllnlme’nl 1mp1tou;r:m: Therm:e_ cout:ol:n{lsmly negotiate
and uses, even those farther to the south in more remote settings. " pemmilt. holdens to potaesluly compensate. Taem 10r sy, (Ut UTETOVeen.
Section 4.1.2 Consistency with Plans and Policies Section 4.12.2. Wildlife Habitat
Sce above 2 BLM req for disclosing project conformunce with Section 4.12.2.1
eci; from BLM's ap, d SGFO RMP (1999) and the need to include other
applicable federal und stute plans in m|:‘,m sections of the DEIS, In the anuiysls of the No Build (No m:ucm] Alternative, the last paragraph of that section
guage from the Proposed Dixie Field Office Resource Management Plan/ Finul
4.14 Threatened and Endangered Species Impacts EIS (1998) as BLM's management objectives and direction for public lands and resources.
Technically, since an approved RMP was put in place in 1999, the management objectives and
We question the discussion on page 4-86 that paraphruses management objectives and direction direction must be c!cr':ved from that plan, rather than the Proposed RMP. The approved RMP
from the BLM's 1998 Proposed RMP (tather than the 1999 approved RMP, which is the land use (1999) should be cited here.
plan of record). This section focuses its “anulysis” not on the project-specific mitigution
measures and/or environmental commitments developed for the Southern Corridor project and The DEIS® species-specific g those in section 3.14.2 (Federally-listed
how those might lessen or eliminate project-related impacts on listed species, but rather on species), gerumlly only address the polenlml :mpaclx on those species within the “study area”.
BLM's management objectives for listed species. Thls dascumnn ‘appears (o commit BLM and Some of these descriptions also summarize the status or trend of the species within Utah, without
other federal ies to being " for miti g the effects of the Southemn reference to their status or trend in Arizona. As previously noted, species do not respect state
Corridor on listed species. While BLM's .Ip'p'rovcd SGFO RMP (1999) does articulate broad boundaries und the DEIS study urea 15 arbitrurily narrow ncar the state line and does not address
management goals and objectives for at risk species, these ure not project-related mitigation, are impacts south of this line. The concem is that some of these descriptions - panicularly for the
more mobile, sparsely distributed, rare, or wide-runging species - may be incomplete or
8
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i1'1:n:¢:m'ate.f T!:i‘nince th:_hiolcg_:ca] st:lus[nn:l ;e:‘ulr:amams of :hmhsp:::j:ls a:: ’g uﬁfzﬁc by the that & proposed activity or project is not funded, initiated, co:a:i:ﬁ :rl:vm:lr:;::: ;fjfe::’ve The
RSy e by i . A S the sy o S o Pt et e i sie. T BBiE s, o G wifiion tad ogiring
ﬁls._ the Ati;f;n::lb.uem or tr:m:l sh:;lilbe added where appropriate, and these species-specific in the FEIS are vague, illusory, or not otherwise taken seriously by the responsible ag
Scriptions ul revised accordingly. ]
) reciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS, and we request copies of the
On the one hand, we recognize that even with the preceding revisions, in perhaps the vast ;elssr:m' :Iplfocomas a\r:i?lble- L
majority of cases, the outcome of the analysis may not change due to the similarity of habitats on
both sides of the state line and the relatively stable, localized use of these habitats. If you have any questions, or wish more detailed information on the ASFO 193: F.rgfl’ or the
t ASFO RMP planni: ess, please co'nt:u:t Diana Hawks, Planning Coordinator, at
On the other hand, we recognize that there are larger spatial scales beyond the scope of the DEIS E’:g')nﬁss 3266 or Ak ‘négpgt:: Envi di at (435) 688-3207. If you have
“study wrea” that may be relevant for some species, but that were not considered in the DEIS. uestions or need additional information conceming the SGFO RMP or comments from this
These species may tend to include those with large home ranges or the need for greater seasonal El‘roe. kindly contact Dawna Ferris-Rowley, Asst. Field Office Manager art (435) 688-3216.
or elevationel movements. It is important to analyze how impacts on both sides of the state line
at this larger scale may cumnulatively affect these species. This is necessary in light of the new
scientific studies relating to landscape ecology and conservation biology. These studies
demonstrate the importance of not only ignoring legal lines on maps when analyzing impacts on Sincerel —_ O L
species, but also addressing the biological needs of diff species at varying scales to move to ¥ / o — d )
find food, water, or shelter, escape predators, and reproduce. As you know, a project that Pt _’l P \ PP R g
directly or indirectly impedes such species movements may have far more serious impacts than = S
those associated with the actual number of habital acres physically converted for the project. {//
James D. Crisp
While the DEIS discusses wildlife and habitat fr it does not specificall Rer "” St. George Field Office Manager
uddress how the p d all and i may affect the meta-population Arizona Strip Field Om“ Maniger ‘ ¢
d ics of p jully vulnerabl specm This {m:lude.s whether the Southern Corridor project
in combi with other develop will encircle or highly fr habituts (such as those
that imes remain on undeveloped lands, such as steep slopes and floodplains), or will
igni y block the of some local species populutions. Over time, these impacts
could latively cause inbreeding depression and “sink” populations (those where mortality
! i ). In tr, a combi of such “sink” populations can add up 1o local or
even | declines or P for the affected species, and sometimes negatively
canmhuu: to the species overall status and trend throughout its range. It is obvious that the
in the St. George Basin have the potential for much greater future
dj_v.rupunn orspeme. habitats and movements. These i impacts will occur at several spatial scales,
and may affect the future health and abundance of some species within the Arizona Strip.
Mitigation and Monitoring
Finally, we request that the FELS m:lude a comprehensive and detiled listing, in one location or
ppendix, of all of the proposed ion and monitoring activities or projects associuted with
the construction and maintenance of the Southern Corridor. This listing should describe which
agency is responsible for implementing each proposed activity or pme the estimated amount
and avuilubility of funds and s:nﬂ ry for impl the timeline or schedule for
initiuting and I ion, and the monitoring that will be done 1o determine
celative effectiveness. This hsuns should also describe what remedies exist, if any, in the event
10 1
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(cont’'d)
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE F PLANNING AND BUDGET
WS CURTIS
: Snatr Planning Coardinaunr
- R Devel Coordinating Commi Page 2
State of Utah -
e et field northeast of the umol‘\ﬂmm The Callville Li ion and other
L AP SOWARDS hic units h“- P ial inaﬂnupmofwulnnm CMU’» Much of
MICHAEL 0. LEAVTTT Sy Chirman Washington County 1 The Southern Corridor ares also has significant
resources of sand mé gmwl crushed stone, building stone, oramental stone and silica sand.
OLENE 5. WALKER
Potential geologic hazards in the regian that could affect the alignments muy include slope C-60.3
May 30, 2003 instability (landslides, rockfull) and problem soils (shrink/swell and/or collapsible). The Utah
Department of Transportation mey want to consider geologic hazards at this point in the
decision-making process as part of the feasibility analysis and safety evaluations. The Utah
R Engi Geological Survey has general hazards information available for review at their offices,
Gregory Punske, Project Development Engineer . C-60.4
FHWA Utah Division The Utah Division of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) has expressed concem about
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A Alternative D, the proposed 2800 West alignment as described in section 2.2.4, page 2-26 of the
Salt Lake City, Uwh 84118 DEIS and the resulting effects on the recently dedicated Sand Hollow State Park.
SUBJIECT:  Southem Carrider Drafl Environmental Impact Statement State Parks personnel reviewed the DEIS as managers of Sand Hollow State Park with the
Project No. 03-2729 responaibility of providing a positive experience for those who visit and recreate at the park.
Consequently, while State Parks personnel support the project in general, they are concerned that
Dear Mr. Punske: m'p;:oud Zlgogm;lmmt, ‘which runs directly through the park, would not be consistent
needs o would have tive impacts on park visitors, Tesources and
The R Develop Coordinating C: (F.?CC] P ng the State of Utah, has proposed future park develog s = e !
d this proposal. State ies' are as follows:
If implemented, the 2800 West alignment would create potential physical and esthetic barriers
Department of Natural Resources - . scparating the reservoir area from the Sand Mountain portion of the park and blocking
The Utah Dep “Nm.'f S uuupponumqmm:wm.boyshn m‘eubmdmmT:u is incensistent with park planning efforts calling for more open
llowing reflect input recreational sccess PP to the Sand M parcel within the reflected i
mu-ldmdun--dﬁnmﬂndﬂpumt. C-60.1 the Sand Hollow Recreation Area R M Plan (S ?é?;‘%nm "
West alignment would likely require relocation of the proposed OHV d and factliti
Uuh Gealogical Survey personnc] have noted that the DEIS, page 3-59, indicates that a at the foot of Sand Mountain and would negatively impact OHV use that ocours in this area. The
| survey was completed and refers the reader to Appendix H (Cultural and park setting also would be sltered significantly.
Pllvwmlosbell Resources) for the survey report. l{owe\-u. Appmd.u H'. includ.u the luull.l of
only the Cultural Resources Survey that wes i d by b Th-4mwmw340¢lWen;l:pumllwnuldluwlmorlnmwtmrlnpm:nmnheu
Consultants, nnddaunumuludemlhﬁmhrllmwwswacmmuhy routes would not encroach park boundaries. For these reasons, State Parks has recommended
A. Hamblin s a subcontract fo the above report. ‘This report includes an expanded list of that the 4300/2400 West, 4300 West and the 3400 West alignment alternatives, &5 outlined in the
pgeologic formations exposed in the project area that have the potential for yielding significant DEIS, b idered as fi B for i in the area near Sand
fossil localities, including the Jurassic Moenave and Kayenta Formations. These formations Hollow State Park.
should be ndded to paragraph 'llof Sestion 3. '!5 .2.4 (Paleontological kmm Inventory) at
page 3-59. [nalddluun, g mlugwnn are included in Tbﬂ ﬂwwﬂ'! concurs with the concerns ndmhﬁed by State Parks regarding the 2800 West
Seotion 4.15 mpacts on Histaric, Archacclogical, and P logical R ), page 4-101, the d that the DEIS d itself does
the P Report,or v, should be included in Appendix H for and adequataly address the potential impacts of the proposed 2800 West alignment on Mx;:;lm
to accurately reflect the title of Appendix H. State Park. The DEIS addresses the “proposed Sand Hollow Recreation Area™ (DEIS, page 3-3
C-60.2 but does not acknowledge the Sand Hollow Statc Park. pee
I:rmmum:nd b.mg“::mlmt on future energy and mineral development should Tho DEIS ref s C-60.5
n ly niew or improved road sccess beneflts en and mineral relercnces the Sand Hollow Ry Area R M Pl
devell Careful route planning can provide topographi of uu:::md potential 2001) and includes as Figure 5-2 st page 59, Plate 7: Proposed Facilitics, from m::a(’:'::on
d:\r:lupm:nl sites, which will make devel more palatable to the public. Ol has been Enansgemend plan. H&"W the DEIS does not include Plate 6; Potential Recreation
duced in small ities from the P 1 Callville L at the And plan, which more accurately represents the
Junation field northeast of Toquervilie and from the Trisssic Moenkopi Formation at the Virgin F""“‘ devolopment of Sand Hollow State Park. This information is necessary to adequately
nnmmmmmu,mum IM,
SNB-1347 « by e L
Winere iidenn comnect
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-60 c-61
(cont'd)
Page3
assess the potential impacts to the state park.
The department recommends that the DEIS be revised to adequately consider Sand Hollow State May 27, 2003
Park in the analyals.
Division of Air Quality
The propased project, known generally as the Southem Corridor highway and replacement St C-60.6 Mr. Robert Dowell, P.E.
airport, may require & permit, known as an Approval Order, from the Utah Division of UDOT Region 4
Air Quality (I.J'D.AQ) If sy rock crushing plants, asphalt plants, or concrete batch plants are 1345 South 350 West
located at the site, an Approval Order from the UDAQ will be required for operation of the Richfield, UT 84701
A permit application, known as a Notice of Intent (NOT), should be submitted to the
Executive Secretary at the UDAQ at 150 N. 1950 West, SLC, UT, 84116 for review according to Dear Robert:
Utah Air Conservation Rule R307-400, Permits, Notice of Intent and Approval Order. In
uddlﬂun the project is subject to R307-205-3, Fugitive Dust, since the project will have The City of St. George has the following comments on the Southern Carridor Draft EIS: C-61.1
unpmml!xqmuuduumlhnmmudmthmwmmm;hmnum '
.:dl’uglﬂw ok °:,£':dm§:“,k“"m Approval Order is not required solely for the control Section 6.6 indicates that the City is In the process of revising its Land Use Plan and has a Draft
e e g o b ‘o minimize fugitive dust, such as, waering and/or General Plan. On July 11, 2002, the St. Gearge Gity Council adopted the revised and updated
rules are found at wy SLE Vit o A copy of the General Plan for land use development in the City. The plan contains numerous policy statements
Incorporating smart growth concepts designed to preserve open space and promote walter and
The Committee appreciates the oppartunity m review this proposal. le: direct any other written S conmRrion.
g Committee at the C-61.2

sbove address or ulI Cllulrn Wright at (EGI} 538-5535 or myself at (!BI) 538-5559,

Siz:miy,
John Harja
Executive Direcior
Dy Coordi C it

In 1996 the 62,000 acre Red Cliffs Desert Reserve was created under the premise that creation of
the Reserve would free up the other private lands within the City for development. This has shifted
development to other areas of the City including the South Block located along the Utah-Arizona
border. For many years, the City has been coordinating planning efforts with major land owners in
this area such as Leucadia and the State Institution and Trust Lands Administration to establish a
detailed Master Plan for deveu:pmanr Any effort to expand rsssr\m mnoepts into other areas of the
City would undermine the integrity of d when the Red Cliffs Desert
Reserve was implemented.

The City of St. George supporis and encourages development of the Southern Corridor highway
because it will provide for a more efficient and functional transportation system in the southern part
of the City and will ultimately be part of a beltway around the region.

Sincpraly,
ary S n
City Manager

CITY OF ST. GEORGE CITY COUNCIL
175 East 200 Narth, St. Gearge, Utah 84770 MAYOR CITY MANAGER Sharon L. lsom,
Daniel D. MeArthur Gary . Esplin

Suzanne B, Allen, Larry H. Gardner,
Roben Whatcolt, Rodney Onon

April 2005

Southern Corridor Final EIS

11-71



Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-62 C-63
WASHINGTON COUNTY  comssiox
197 East Tabernacle ¢ St. George, Utah 84770 ALAN D GABDIRER
Telephone: (435) 634-5700 % Fax: (433) 634-3753 Chairman e
Winding River Realty Utah, L.C.
P.O. Box 1809 JAMES J. EARDLEY
St George, UT 84771 Juariey@washon.sate st o
Office (435) 674-1758
May 27, 2003 JAY ENCE s
May 30, 2003
Mr. Robert Dowell, Project Director
Robert Dowell, P.E. Utah Department of Transportation
Lpftr:hfeg:;:’:r?::n of Transportation RI Hlsﬁ d 230 West
P.0. Box 700 Lah 34701
Richfield, Utah 84701 Dear Robert:
Re: Southemn Corridor The Washi County Commission appreciates the opportunity to review and to comment on
\ the Southern Corridor Draft Envi | Impact § and Section 4(f) Evaluation.
Dear Mr. Dowell: This report has been a long time coming about and it is nice to see that progress is being made in
" : : s lanning for this important east-west corridor in Washington County. As a commission, we have
| attended the Public hearings held in St. George and Hurricane (April 30, 2003 s mments would make ing the report.
and M‘ay 1, 2003 respectively) for the planned Southern Corridor Project in Justs fow co Tt e Mato agidiny
Washington County. . We consider circulation and Washington County to be the most C-63.1
In harmony with all of our previous verbal and written comments regarding the C-62.1 mmuﬂmmmnnmm&umyﬁmmdwnwmmmﬁcem&gm
proposed Southem Corridor, Winding River Properties, LLC (WR) is opposed to tweaty years, Ad you are awace, m{rpopuhmnmly doubles every ten years and has
both the 3400 West and 4300 West alternatives as The type of Hopeit B et iy e Yo et ik I omsatoumm Bl b
transportation facility being planned, most importantly the rlmted intersections, #pproaching * in popalatian.
wII_I negatively impact access and quality of life of the total community currently With valleys surrounded by hills and with a river flowing through the center, there are only
being planned for the 2,200+ acres owned by WR. Further, plans for the laces that road be built. Wi expand water systems, sewer and
development of the property have been occurring for several years and the 20 ToeTy B > s SCVRL SyNEIg,
electrical power availability, but at some point in the near future, we will be faced with
development process is continuing. Waiting years for the planning of the . i ! i
Southern Corridor to progress to the point where the property can be developed gridlock on our streets and highways unless we can address seriously the traffic problem in
with the “Corridor” in mind isn't an option. the e, C-63.2
Sincerely, . We tend to disagree with the report when it indicates that the soutt idor will have
little impact on I-15 Freeway. If some of that east-west traffic can be funneled off of the
Q freeway, it may be kept from becoming a “city street” quite as soon as it is likely to
el & become otherwise. We do agree that regardless of the south or not, I-15 will
Es “ continue to become more congested requiring additional traffic lanes particularly between
Gene Sturzenegger, P.E, St. George and Anderson Junction. On the other hand, any east-west movement of
Winding River Realty Utah, LC vehicles in the County can only help to alleviate the situation to one degree or another.
cc. Tim Inglis, Winding River Properties, LLC . 'We would expect that one of the first segments to be built will be the section from I-15 to
Thomas Zinn, Winding River Realty Utah, LC the area of the new airport location. This is a section that, along with the freeway
Hank Isaksen, Outlaw Ridge Development Company, Inc. interchange, should be under construction as soon as possible in order to have it
Mayor Tom Hirschi, Hurricane City
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-63 C-63
(cont'd) (cont’'d)
Robert Dowell - 2 Robert Dowell - 3
completed by the time it is needed. However, once it reaches the airport, it is equally . We cannot over emphasize the imp of regional planning for portation
important not to let it die at that point, but to continue in on to S.R. 9. throughout the southern part of the County. Four of the cities are identified as a
. . . metropolitan planning area. The technical staff of these cities, along with Hurricane, have
"« The County recognizes that the majority of the southemn corridor is located in the cities of C-63.3 been trying to address traffic problems, identify rautes, coordinate street
St. George, Washington, and Hurricane with comparatively small portions being located in locations and design standards, etc., for several years now. This corridor is an important
the unincorporated County area. I!:isnhuafa_ctlhmnmwashmgtcl_l(_hwym part of the planning effort. In addition to the alignment from 1-15 to S. R. 9, we hope that
originally created the southern corridor committee under former commissioner Jerry B. the department of transportation will not forget about the alignment from I-15 to Santa
Lewis, now serving on the UDOT Board, to look at the feasibility of creating a highway Clara and Ivins on the west side of the valley. That segment of the corridor is also badly
from S.R. 59 near Hildale to [-15. We still feel that this road is needed, and that the needed for the long-range development of these areas. Perhaps when this study is finally
lanni \ i i let planners forget about 5 : 5 haps "
P and of this route will not serve to let p forget al approved, UDOT might consider doing a similar study for the area west of 1-15
the original goal of a roadway across the southern end of the County.
o . . S C-63.4 . It is important that this corridor be identified and protected from development at this C-63.6
. ﬁ;usq:;m:: : ﬂ;mr:hisisﬁ'nm“ﬁa" _wrt:hl;‘qfll‘te_quw'!‘::;'h point. It will be difficult enough to construct the roadway if the corridor is protected, let
located within their City. We would accept any of those three alignments, but our mﬁtmcmuz_immf P was and ped land
preference frankly would be for the 4300 west alignment for the following reasons: puhascd "
R " " " x . L Finally, we would like to make the point that for many years there was a roadway planned C-63.7
. wmm:fd;:wm“mam m;:tzwmmtmms;o:iﬂo from what is now the Snow Canyon Parkway to I-15 at about the proposed mile post 13
o mﬂﬁsmmuldmbem&wthidchoi:eofan - Rmm“": e mlm:l!anse. mm_th:ColmrymsLmedmmmismdinwhmm:m-hdw
w“““"uofmm S . i it il Jmﬂmm i ";:n the point of completion. When the Desert Tortoise HCP plan was put in place, it
road area to the top of the bluff west of the reservoir would, in ot mind be i‘nmwm?;:gm., ‘“"‘" WII”““‘WM“”M‘Y“’”“““W
comparable to constructing S.R. 9 from the intersection of Old Highway 91 to the P
Virgin River. A very difficult, costly, and unnecessary expense. One of the major considerations in the County in working on the habitat conservation plan
u Because of the extra time and distance involved, we would expect that it would ;ﬂﬂmn%mpl&hhmc?fth&mm%mmmwm.
P Tt dacasiatih oF the - nulify ‘e recognize ¢ are some p larly wil d d plants and
m,‘w uf:-m B mﬁﬁm Wmﬁﬂ"“’ possibly an eagles nest in the southem corridor alignment, but we think that these should
important reaso; building traffic ::Inoked at as n?mr_whenmmmdamg lhu we gave up 60-70,000 acres of land north of
. We have no particular problem with the 3400 West alignment except that it goes cities, most of which had good potential for development, in order to allow
through the approximate center of what will surely become a large-scale development elsewhere. We have done that in good faith and would hate to think that the
Lol . ith ft Tl y would seriously attempt to sto; construction of this roadway
> A coukd o e X afier what we have already given up. g
. The further west the connection to S.R. 9 is made, the more traffic that will use W . P y . <
that route which will better help to spread traffic through County, C-63.5 © appreciate the work that you have done in guiding the dor committee through
themumﬂnlmpaﬂprmmdmkeepmgthnwar_konmkhspil:nfth:setbacksthn
+  Weare confident that the area that will be served by the southern corridor will be have occurred along the way. We ge you to to oversee this project to its final
developed with or without this important artery. To develop that much presently vacant conclusion and approval by the federal and then to p insofar as you are able, the
land and to add that much additional population to the southern valleys of the County funding to allow the actual construction of the southern corridor.
without major traffic carriers, will bring about the gridlock we spoke about earlier. :
Sincerely,
THE WASHINGTDN CO MMISSION
@’«- (_&4-4.-._ %
ané James(k ]g«"é}Lz
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From: gfro® yahoo.com [mailto:gfro@ yahoo.com]
Sent: Fri 6/20/2003 9:44 AM

To: Donegan, Nicole

Subject: UDOT Southern Highway Plans

Dear Mr. Punske,

1 urge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) on the Southern Corridor. The study is inadequate for several reasons.
The three alternatives studied do not provide a reasonable range of alternatives: they are
three insignificantly-differentiated versions of the same bad plan. Although the DEIS
includes a section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the expectation that
Washington County will not use any smart growth planning. In fact, the DEIS
acknowledges no impact from public transportation--not even in the year 2030! It's very
important to give citizens and policy makers a smart growth alternative that would save
water, reduce air pollution, improve quality of life and diminish impacts to plants and
wildlife.

Although in the DEIS you make an admirable argument for sman growth, this project
will in fact | low-density, leapfrog develof while i ing the value of
state lands, and private lands belonging to a cozy group of multi-millionaire land
speculators, The DEIS fails to make an adequate connection between the traffic needs
generated by your model and the solution you've chosen. By your own admission, the
build altematives would INCREASE traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three segments
studied versus the no-build alternative.

This project would also have de ing imj on three endangered plant species.
These plants have experienced serious habitat loss through development, drought and
habitat degradation from off-road vehicles. This highway could be the death knell for the

plants whose numbers are already down seriously before the project.

Sincerely,

gregg
gfro@ yahoo.com

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-64 C-65

From: davidorr@aol.com [mailto:davidorr@aol.com]
Sent: Fri 6/20/2003 1:39 PM

To: Donegan, Nicole

Subject: UDOT Southern Highway Plans

Dear Mr. Punske,

Turge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) on the Southern Corridor. The study is inadequate for several reasons.
The three alternatives studied do not provide a reasonable range of alternatives: they are
three insignificantly-differentiated versions of the same bad plan. Although the DEIS
includes a section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the expectation that
‘Washington County will not use any smart growth planning. In fact, the DEIS
acknowledges no impact from public transportation--not even in the year 2030! It's very
important to give citizens and policy makers a smart growth alternative that would save
water, reduce air pollution, improve quality of life and diminish impacts to plants and
wildlife.

Although in the DEIS you make an admirable argument for smart growth, this project
will in fact promote low-density, leapfrog developments while increasing the value of
state lands, and private lands belonging to a cozy group of multi-millionaire land
speculators. The DEIS fails to make an adequate connection between the traffic needs
generated by your model and the solution you've chosen. By your own admission, the
build alternatives would INCREASE traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three segments
studied versus the no-build alternative.

This project would also have devastating impacts on three endangered plant species.
These plants have experienced serious habitat loss through development, drought and
habitat degradation from off-road vehicles. This highway could be the death knell for the
plants whose numbers are already down seriously before the project.

Sincerely,
David Orr
davidorr@aol.com
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-66 C-67
From: mills018@yahoo.com [mailto:mills018 @ yahoo.com] From: folkgrrl78 @aol.com [mailto:folkgm 78 @aol.com]
Sent: Fri 6/20/2003 11:27 PM Sent: Sat 6/21/2003 3:25 PM
To: Donegan, Nicole To: Donegan, Nicole
Subject: UDOT Southern Highway Plans Subject: UDOT Southern Highway Plans
Dear Mr. Punske, Dear Mr. Punske,
I urge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Environmental Impact T urge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) on the Southern Corridor. The study is inadequate for several reasons. Statement (DEIS) on the Southern Corridor. The study is inadequate for several reasons.
The three alternatives studied do not provide a ble range of al ives: they are The three alternatives studied do not provide a reasonable range of alternatives: they are
three insignificantly-differentiated versions of the same bad plan. Although the DEIS three insigni ly-diffe iated of the same bad plan. Although the DEIS
includes a section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the expectation that includes a section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the expectation that
Washington County will not use any smart growth planning. In fact, the DEIS Washington County will not use any smart growth planning. In fact, the DEIS
acknowledges no impact from public transportation—not even in the year 2030! It's very acknowledges no impact from public transportation--not even in the year 20301 It's very
impaortant to give citizens and policy makers a smart growth alternative that would save important to give citizens and policy makers a smart growth alternative that would save
waler, reduce air pollution, improve quality of life and diminish impacts to plants and water, reduce air pollution, improve quality of life and diminish impacts to plants and
wildlife. wildlife.
Although in the DEIS you mu.ke an ndmlrable nrgumenl for smart growth, this project Although in the DEIS you make an admirable argument for smart growth, this project
will in fact p low-de T while i ing the value of will in fact promote low-density, leapfrog develop while i ing the value of
state lands, nnd private lands belonglng to a cozy group of multi- mlllloname land state lands, and private lands belonging to a cozy group of multi-millionaire land
speculators, The DEIS fails to make an adequate connection between the traffic needs speculators. The DEIS fails to make an adequate connection between the traffic needs
generated by your model and the solution you've chosen. By your own admission, the generated by your model and the solution you've chosen. By your own admission, the
build alternatives would INCREASE traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three segments build altenatives would INCREASE traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three segments
studied versus the no-build alternative. studied versus the no-build alternative.
This project would also have d pacts on mm d: d plant species, This project would also have de pacts on three endang plam species.
These plants have experienced serious habitat loss t ! These plants have experienced serious habitat loss tt h devel ht and
habitat degradation from off-road vehicles. This hnghway could be the death knel! for the habitat degradation from off-road vehicles. This hlghway could be the death knell for the
plants whose numbers are already down seriously before the project. plants whose numbers are already down seriously before the project.
Sincerely, Sincerely,
Lisa Mills Maria Tilelli
mills0 18 @yahoo.com folkgrri78@aol.com
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

Donegan, Nicole

To: lzzo, Vincent; Ulrich, Carrie L.
Subject: FW: UDOT Southem Highway Plans

- -Original Message-----

From: jere.gimbel@skiutahlocals.com
[mailto:jere.gimbel@skiutahlocals.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 05, 2003 8:11 PM
To: Donegan, Nicole

Subject: UDOT Southern Highway Plans

Dear Mr. Punske,

Please allow the forward progress of a highway between

a new interchange on I-15 south of Bloomington and State Route 9 on the
west

side of Hurricane.

Thanks,

jere gimbel
jere.gimbel@skiutahlocals.comSincerely,
jere gi

jere.gimbel@skiutahlocals.com

C-68

C-68.1

-=0riginal Message-
From: utjanetg@networld.com [mailto:utjanetgénetworld.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 06, 2003 2:00 PM

To: Donegan, Nicole

Subject: UDOT Southern Highway Plans

Dear Mr. Punske,

I urge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEI5S) on the Southern Corridor. The study is inadequate
for several reasons. The three alternatives studied do not provide a
reasonable range of alternatives: they are three
insignificantly-differentiated versions of the same bad plan. Although the
DEIS includes a section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the
expectation that Washingten County will not use any smart growth planning.
In fact, the DEIS acknowledges no impact from public transportation--not
even in the year 2030! It's very important to give citizens and policy
makers a smart growth alternative that would save water, reduce air
pollution. improve quality of life and diminish impacts to plants and
wildlife.

Although in the DEIS you make an admirable argument for smart growth, this
project will in fact promote low-density, leapfrog developments while
increasing the value of state lands, and private lands belonging to a cozy
group of multi-millionaire land speculators. The DEIS fails to make an
adequate connection between the traffic needs generated by your model and
the solution you'we chosen. By your own admission, the build alternatives
would INCREASE traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three segments
studied

versus the no-build alternative.

This project would also have devastating impacts on three endangered plant
species. These plants have experienced seriocus habitat less through
development, drought and habitat degradation from off-road vehicles. This
highway could be the death knell for the plants whose numbers are already
down seriously before the project. My husband is a well-known
lepidopterist who has extensively studied butterfly habitat in southern
Utah and is appalled by the lack of foresight in planning principles and
actions exhibited by the devastating effects now present in Washington
County. So many butterflies no longer have the foodplants they need to
survive - they have been bulldozed down to make room for more businesses
and housing developments, along with the disappearing mesas, plateaus, and
buttes. When you describe beautiful, natural, striking landmarks as
*physical comstraints" to roadbuilding, you illustrate my point exactly!
Southern Utah used to be a haven for tranquility, wilderness, and
appreciation of the beauties of nature. Now it's an extension of the
urban sprawl found in abundance in California - are we surprised that
other states' residents retire in our more pristine environment? But if
we keep promoting development sprawl, we will no longer have this lovely
country to enjoy, nor will others - it just won't be there anymore. And
where is the water going to come from to meet the needs of the increased
population which will £ill all those housing developments - already the
citizens of little towns such as LaVerkin and Toguerville have had their
spring waters diverted from them to be used elsewhere by more affluent,
privileged users, and now those little towns will have inferior-quality
water piped in to them! What we don't need is to provide more

1

C-69

C-69.1

C-69.2

C-69.3

C-69.4

C-69.5

C-69.6
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opportunities for over-use of our diminishing resources, which is exactly
what would happen with the construction of this proposed
freeway.Sincerely,

Janet Gillette

utjanetg@networld.com

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-69 C-70

(cont'd)

Donegan, Nicole

From: kirstenshaw@mail. com

Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2003 4:57 PM
To: Donegan, Nicole

Subject: UDOT Southem Highway Plans

Dear Mr. Punske,

1 urge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Southern Corridor. The study is inadequate
for several reasons. The three alternatives studied do not provide a
reascnable range of alternatives: they are three
insignificantly-differentiated versions of the same bad plan. Although the
DEIS includes a section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the
expectation that Washington County will not use any smart growth planning.
In fact, the DEIS acknowledges no impact from public transportation--not
even in the year 2030! It's very important to give citizens and policy
makers a smart growth alternative that would save water, reduce air
pollution, improve gquality of life and diminish impacts to plants and
wildlife.

Although in the DEIS you make an admirable argument for smart growth, this
project will in fact promote low-density, leapfrog developments while
increasing the value of state lands, and private lands belonging to a cozy
group of multi-millionaire land speculators. The DEIS fails to make an
adegquate connection between the traffic needs generated by your model and
the solution you've chosen. By your own admission, the build alternatives
would INCREASE traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three segments
studied

versus the no-build alternative.

This project would alsc have devastating impacts on three endangered plant
species. These plants have experienced serious habitat loss through
development, drought and habitat degradation from off-road vehicles. This
highway could be the death knell for the plants whose numbers are already
down seriously before the project.

Sincerely,
kirsten shaw fox
kirstenshawdmail.com

April 2005
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
c-71 c-71
(cont’'d)
United States Department of the Interior ‘
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE White Dome was similarly sited to minimize impacts to the Federally listed plant species
UTAH FIELD OFFICE Anﬂammn humilis (dwarf bear-poppy) and Pediocactus sileri (Siler pincushion cactus). In
g e e proposd St Corridor Highway and s iht o vay feceinhes two
highway segmznu is sited to pm\rldz a pomnn of a protective barmcr for potential preserves for
these three species. The prop from its junction with the Wamner Valley
b s dumsel Road to the north end of Warner Ridge s sited to provide a protective barrier 10  portion of the
FWS/R6 July 11, 2003 A. humilis population on Wamer Ridge.
ESIUT C-71.1
03-0453 We are d about the fr of natural wildlife habitat unaveidably cause by roads.
To minimize those impacts to small mammals and reptiles we suggest the liberal utilization of
passage structures (i.c. large culverts, bridges etc.) at all significant wildlife crossing points of the
Gragocy Bursko pmpused h:ghway Many, but not all, of these passage structures would have a dual use as
Federal Highway Administration Regular drainage structures should be evaluated for and, if need C-71.2
2521 West 4700 South Suite9A be, mod;t’ed for this dual use. In addition to small umslnal vertebrates, we have a concem for
Salt Lake City, Utah 94118 insect pollinators, especially for the listed plant species d d above. Frag ion of
natural wild land habitat has the potential to reduce genetic flow between populations of native
Dear Mr. Punske: species including plants. This can be critical to the long term viability of rare plants such as
those Federally listed species in the vicinity of the Southern Corridor Highway. In the future we
RE: Southern Comridor Drafi Envi | Impact § expect that much of the mmml wild land habitat ad,]m to the Southern Corridor Highway will
be developed for idential and industrial uses, This will further isolate
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Utah Field Office, has d the Draft Envi I populmnns of those federally listed rare plant populations nm duectly dxspla:ed by lhuse
Impact Statement for the proposed Southern Corridor Highway (Southemn Corridor DEIS) in developments. The highway right of way outside the area phy pied by the h
southern Washington County, Utah. We believe the 4300 West Alternative would have the least should be managed as a comridor for pollinator movement throughout the entire length uf the
impact to wildlife habitat. We would like to offer the following comments: proposed highway especially at the western segment near Atkinville Wash and White Dome and
central segment near Warner Ridge. At present we do not have any spcciﬁc conservation
General Comments dations for the high right of way other I.hnn !el\nng itin ns na'turll state. However,
we will continue to dm.-ussth:smueasnew fi C-71.3
Our comments focus on impacts to fish and wildlife and their habitat including endangered and .
threatened animals and plants. We are a cooperating agency in the plepnratlon cfl.he Suuthe:m We believe the 4300 West alternative has the Jeast impacts to wildlife due to its shorter length
Corridor DEIS and as such have had the Opp ity to suggest al and o and thus lesser impact to natural wildlife habitat. The 2800 West altenative conversely would
the proposed action, most of which were incorp d. We appreciate this collaboration and have the greatest negative impact to wildlife due to its greater length and the fact that its
cooperation. additional length is a function of its passing near the Sand Hollow Reservoir and adjacent natural
wild lands of its surrounding Utah State Park.
Our major concems include the loss of individual Federally listed plants and animals and their
habitat; impacts to wildlife species in general; and impacts to high value wildlife habitat areas Specific Comments
including wetland, riparian, and aquatic habitat. We had previously provided you a biological
opinion for impacts to Federally listed plant and animals. We note that you have included that The following are specific suggestions keyed to the text of the Southern Corridor DEIS: C-71.4
document in the Southern Corridor DEIS and have incorporated our conservation measures as
mitigation measures in the text of the document. page 3-48; Pediocactus sileri is Federally listed as th 1 not endangered
We note that high value wildlife habitat areas at the north end of Wamer Ridge near the page 4-72; add African mustard (Malcolmia africana) to the list of invasive weeds,
ﬂoodplun nflhz \l'trsm River and the Wlllcw Spnngs wm]aml arcas were avoided in the
i Highway al in desert wlsh habu.a: near page 4-86; change “May affect, not likely to affect” to “May affect, not likely 1o adversely
Atkinville Wash and Fort Pierce Wash was kept to a mini The hi i north of affect”.
Atkinville Wash was sited to minimize impacts to the Federally listed p!lam spe:mdﬂmgm‘m
holmgreniorum (Holmgren milk-vetch) and its habitat. The highway alignment south of the

11-78

Southern Corridor Final EIS

April 2005



Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

page 4-100; change Holmgren milk-vetch habitat ratio of BLM to State Land from 44% : 66% to
44% : 56%.

page 4-122; FWS incidental take permits apply to animals only, not plants.
This concludes the Fish and Wildlife Services comments to the Southern Corridor DEIS. 1f you
have any questions please contact me or Larry England, botanist, at 801/975-3330

Sincerely
LARRY W, CRIST

L
%’ Henry R. Maddux
* Utah Field Supervisor

cc: FWS/R6 - Denver, CO (Attn.: Connie Young, Regional NEPA Coordinator)

bee:  Project file
Reading file

ENGLAND/sb:7/11/03
file: USDOT/FHWA/NEPA
C:\Black\FHWA\2003\England\southern corridor deis.wpd

C-71
(cont'd)

OUTLAW RIDGE

MESCHT & GOLF COMMUNITY

A ey Al Segptiar e

May 30, 2003

Robert Dowell, P.E.

Project Manager

Utah Department of Transportation
P.0. Box 700

Richfield, Utah 84701

Re: Southern Corridor
Dear Mr. Dowell:

| attended the public hearing, held in St. George on April 30, 2003, on the planned
Southern Corridor project.

I'm opposed to both the 3400 West and 4300 West alternatives as they have been
presented. I'm currently finalizing the purchase of the first phase (600+ acres) and have
options on the remaining 1,600+ acres of the Winding River property affected by these
two alignments. The alig t and limited facility being planned will limit

to my proposed develop and, in my opinion, will ruin the quality of life of the
Outlaw Ridge community currently being planned.

We have final plat approval from Hurricane City on two neighborhoods that would be
directly affected by the 3400 West alignment. Our main entrance road at this location is
fully designed, engineered and is ready for construction. Further, we are proceeding
with the development of the first phase of the project. We expect construction to begin
in the very near future.

Sincerely, :
S ol

Hank Isaksen
Outlaw Ridge Development Company, Inc.

: Tim Inglis, Winding River Properties, LLC

Thomas Zinn, Stearns Corporation
Gene Sturzenegger, Winding River Utah, LC.
Mayor Tom Hirschi, Hurricane City

PO Box 1026, St. George, Utah 84771
toll free B00-975-7550 » affice 435-674-7400 » fax 435-674-7588
www.sunrealtyutah.com

C-72

C-72.1
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COMMENT
NUMBER

COMMENT
NUMBER

ALLIANCE CONSULTING

July 11, 2003

Mr. Gregory 8. Punske, P.E.

Envi | Program M.

U.S. DOT Federal Highway Administration
Utah Division

2520 West 4700 South, Ste, 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84118-1847

RE:  Southern Corridor
Project No. SP-LC53(1)

Dear Mr. Punske,

Thank you for extending the comment period for the Southern Corridor. This extension
has allowed for the formation of a comprehensive Land Use Master Plan developed by a
coalition of land owners surrounding the Sand Hollow Reservoir impacted by the
alignment.

Attached is a Land Use Master Plan, Slope Analysis, and a proposed Southern Corridor
alignment for your review. We feel the proposed alignment best serves both the future
I T and the envi | needs of the project.

Thank you again for your consideration. We look forward to meeting with you to discuss
our findings in detail.

Sincerely,

«éﬁmr ?%WM

Deloss 5. Hammon, P.E.
Principal Engineer

2303 North Coral Canyon Bivd., Suite 201, Washington City, Utah 84780-0576
P} 435.673.8060 F)435.473.8065

C-73

C-73.1

————— Original Message-----

From: dhercyk@sginet.com [mailto:dhercyk@sginet.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2003 9:35 PM

To: Donegan, Nicole

Subject: UDOT Southern Highway Plans

Dear Mr. Punske,

I urge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Scuthern Corridor. The study is inadequate
for several reasons. The three alternatives studied do not provide a
reasonable range of alternatives: they are three
insignificantly-differentiated versions of the same bad plan. Although the
DEIS includes a section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the
expectation that Washington County will not use any smart growth planning.
In fact, the DEIS acknowledges no impact from public transportation--not
even in the year 2030! It's very important to give citizens and policy
makers a smart growth alternative that would save water, reduce air
pollution, improve quality of life and diminish impacts to plants and
wildlife.

Although in the DEIS you make an admirable argument for smart growth, this
project will in fact promote low-density, leapfrog developments while
increasing the value of state lands, and private lands belonging to a cozy
group of multi-millionaire land speculators. The DEIS fails to make an
adequate connection between the traffic needs generated by your model and
the solution you've chosen. By your own admission, the build alternacives
would INCREASE traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three segments
studied

versus the no-build alternative.

This project would also have devastating impacts on three endangered plant
species. These plants have experienced serious habitat loss through
development, drought and habitat degradation from off-road wehicles. This
highway could be the death knell for the plants whose numbers are already
down seriocusly before the project.

Sincerely,
Darrell Hercyk
dhercyk@sginet.com

C-74
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Donegan, Nicole

From: judithallison @msn.com

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2003 7:32 PM
To: Donegan, Nicole

Subject: UDOT Southern Highway Plans

Dear Mr. Punske,

I urge you to go back to the drawing board with your Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) en the Southern Corridor. The study is inadequate
for several reasons. The three alternatives studied do not provide a
reasonable range of alternatives: they are three
insignificantly-differentiated versions of the same bad plan. Although the
DEIS includes a section on smart growth, this project is tiered to the
expectation that Washington County will not use any smart growth planning.
In fact, the DEIS acknowledges no impact from public transportation--not
even in the year 2030! It's very important to give citizens and policy
makers a smart growth alternative that would save water, reduce air
pollution, improve quality of life and diminish impacts to plants and
wildlife.

Although in the DEIS you make an admirable argument for smart growth, this
project will in fact promote low-density, leapfrog developments while
increasing the value of state lands, and private lands belonging to a cozy
group of multi-millicnaire land speculators. The DEIS fails to make an
adequate connection between the traffic needs generated by your model and
the solution you'wve chosen. By your own admission, the build alternatives
would INCREASE traffic congestion on seven of thirty-three segments
studied

versus the no-build alternative.

This project would also have devastating impacts on three endangered plant
species. These plants have experienced serious habitat loss through
development, drought and habitat degradation from off-road vehicles. This
highway could be the death knell for the plants whose numbers are already
down seriously before the project.

Sincerely,
Judith E Allison
judithallison@msn.com

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
C-75

This space is intentionally blank.
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11.3

Transcript from the Hurricane Public Meeting

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
3 4

1 PROCEEDINGS 1 get it in there. So I think it would be more congested

2 LA 2 there and more expensive te put an interchange in there.

3 3 Plus we have lots of traffic. Traffic goes fast. It's been

4 STATEMENT OF R.G. SMITH: 4 | hard te get on SR-9 from our park to go to Hurricane.

5 R.G. Smith, Pearl Harbor surviver. I live in Quail 5 | Sometimes we'd rather go the other way. It would be easier.

6 Lake Estates in Hurricane. 6 I thought the airport was going to be much bigger than

7 I'm here to make a comment that this area is growing, T-01.1 7 | that, that it was going to take big jets and everything but

8 and we need another road to link I-15 to State Road 9, B isn't, I guess. Plus, they won't have that finished or the

9 | roughly, - I'd say, 3400 South in Hurricane, that land clear 9 | corridor finished till--we might even be gone by then.

10 | without a bunch of homes in the way. They could put a 10 It would be less congested at 3400 West.

11 | four-lane highway. 11 STATEMENT OF DALE V. ORGILL:

12 I know it's gonna cost meney to put a bridge across the 12 I feel that it should come out at 3400, same as my wife T-03.1
13 Virgin River, but that's a necessity, and it will pay off in 13 dosa

14 the long run. This area is growing. We have to get rid of 14 STATEMENT OF MARGARET PAMELA HUMPHRIES:

15 this congestion. The freeway in St. George now can't handle 15 Margaret Pamela Humphries, 1912 South Angell Heights

16 all this in-come. It's just too much. 16 Drive, Hurricane, Utah, 84737.

17 STATEMENT OF SHARON ORGILL: 17 I've come to pick which of the three exit points I T-04.1
18 I'm Sharon Orgill, 151 Quail Creek Drive, Hurricane. 18 | prefer from 4300 or 3400 or 2800 West. 3400 is better for

13| Meilive at iche Quall Lake:Eobates. 19 | sight, but I think in the long run 2800 West is a better

20 And after loocking at all the maps and things that we've T-02.1 20 alternative to exit onto SR-9. It not only opens up
= looked at on:the tables, I feel itks it'would be best for 21 property, but it also helps alleviate some of the traffic in
22 the Corrider to come out at 3400 West. It seems like a 3 thia south Frelds. of Hubrlcans.
23 perfect road for it to come out on as opposed to the others. 55 4300 is a very bad choice for the way the traffic comes T-04.2
24 I think it would be a detriment if it came out on 4300 T.02.2 24 | in and out right thexe anyway, and that's all we need is to )
25 West, because they'd have to take out part of our park to o hayavan AnTBrchange: it more of ' BotE e meck;
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
5 [

1 STATEMENT OF MRS. DUBOIS: 1 an open spot, you better put the pedal to the metal and go

2 My name is Mrs. Dubois, and I think the project should 2| for it. If you hesitate, you're lost. We've seen a number

3 be on the east side of town, not on the west side. I am T-05.1 3 of accidents in the year we've lived here.

1 against the 4300 exit because it's very unsafe. You have a T-05.2 4 STATEMENT OF MRS. THOMAS BLAKE:

5| lot of old people that are retired, and you already have . 5 We had to trade our homestead that we own for--because T-07.1
6 | people getting killed in that area, and I think it's a very, 6| it was in the turtle habitat, so we traded for this land

7| very bad idea. 7| here. And now they want to put a road through it, and it

8 I am against 3400 because that's where I live. Before T-05.3 8 | would be through some of our property, and we don't want a

9 | I bought my house, I know it had a city park right there off 9 | road through our property. We had to give up some before.
10 | 9. My view is on a mountain at Quail Lake. Now my property 10 | We don't want to give up this. It's 4300. I think it
1l is worth nothing. I wouldn't be able to sleep, it would be 11 should be one of the other routes, not that one.

12 | very noisy. I think it is absolutely terrible. 12 I think that's a very dangerous place to have it come

13 I think 2800 may be the best in your project, which as 13 | out on this intersection, where the service station is

14 | I said, the east side is much better than the west side. T05.4 14 | there, Berry Springs, because there's already been accidents

15 Concerning 2800, it is the best of the three because of the 15 there. With all of the traffic that comes out this way, I
16 development of Sand Hollow Reservoir and sand dunes, for the 16 think it's a dangerous place.

17 recreation areas that have already received a lot of 17 STATEMENT OF BRENT CLOVE:

18 | advertising. 18 My name is Brent Clove. I live at 201 South West T-08.1
19 STATEMENT OF MR. DUBOIS: 19 | Diagonal, La Verkin, Utah. ©Out of the three proposals, not

20 The intersection of 4300 is rather dangercus right now T-06.1 20 too interested in any of the three; however, I guess I'd go

21 | for the gas station and retirement community, and the 21 | with the one that's the farthest east, which is the 2800
22 visibility is almost impossible trying to turn. Even a 22 West one.
23 | right turn is rather dangerous because you just can't see 23 A concern is just like with the corridor between T-08.2
24 | the traffic. People really haul on that road right now. 24 | Hurricane and the Washington/Hurricane exit, they're

25 | Taking a left turn, you'd better--if you see--if you've got 25 | planning on putting in stop lights. And the farther west
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
1 8
1 that we put this corridor, the more likelihood that there 1 greater amount of area for growth. The private property
2 will be a stop light between the corridor--additional stop 2 that would have to be purchased on the other two
3 lights between the corrider and Hurricane over the present 3 alternatives would be more expensive and in the long run I
4 | condition. So it would ruin the effectiveness of the 4 | think would cost more to purchase the property in order to
5 | cerridor by having to go through extra stop lights. So I 5| run the roads through there. So I prefer the 2800 West
6 would prefer to have the one that's farther east. 6 alternative.
7 STATEMENT OF BURTON L. SANT: 7
8 I think probably for Hurricane Valley the 2800 would T-09.1 8
9 probably be the best route. It would cut down congestion on g
10 SR-9 going toward the freeway. There would alsc be bleeder 10
11 roads that run into it around the Hurricane airport road, 11
12 700 West, that it would--the other roads would fill back in. 12
13 They're going to be there anyway. There are some existing 13
14 feeder roads along what is Turf Sod Road. Feed back inte 14
15 it. That's about it. 15
16 STATEMENT OF DAVID HYATT: 16
17 I think we should just do the least obtrusive thing, T-10.1 17
18 go down around Sand Hollow, and that way it has less impact 18
19 | on the public. That land hasn't been developed yet, and it 19
20 | would make sense to go that route. The road is already in 20
21 there past Sand Hollow a little bit, and it would be less 21
22 obtrusive to do that than to try and cut in farther on up. 22
23 STATEMENT OF DESIREE WHITEHERD: 23
24 I like the 2800 West alternative because it will affect T-11.1 24
25 the least amount of people at this time and opens up a 25
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11.4

Transcript from the St. George Public Meeting

COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
3 a
! PROCEEDINGS 1 an improved road to the public recreation area at Sand
2 * % 2 Hollow. All the boat ramps are accessible there. They're
3 3 going to be using 4300 West for that purpose anyway, so
4 STATEMENT OF KENNETH L. ALLISON: 4| they're not going to cut any traffic off by going around the
5 My name is Kenneth L. Allison. I'm at 5782 West 5 other way.
6 250 ‘ . is i i . N
0 BoRtlyy Hmudadne, Utah This is a public comment ' 6 To my estimation, it's going to cost a lot more money
' . . .
7 don't represent any organization. I am commenting because I 7 to go the long way. I guess that s abEE Tk,
8 want to express my concerns about the cost of putting this 8 STATEMENT OF MARY FARRINGTON:
9| road through. g I feel the same way. T-13.1
i hat the short i i T-12.1 LME
10 My estimation is that e shortest possible distance 10 STATEMENT OF LOWELL E -
11 requires less maintenance, less installation, less right of _
2 ! y 9 11 My name is Lowell Elmer. 1I'm the Director of the Dixie
12 way confrontations, less problems with right of way or o X : z y
12 | Metropolitan Planning Organization. We're officed in
13 achieving or acquiring right of way. It requires--the
4 9 LR ¥ = 13 St. George with the Five County Association of Governments.
14 horter routes require less damage to the Red Cliffs area. 3 : :
20 qui o 14| And the MPO is set up to deal with long-range transportation
15 There's going--the longer route around Sand Heollow is goin . L N
5 9 9 9 g 15 planning and decision making on a regional basis.
16 | to require a lot more blasting to get off that hill. : 2 . .
16 The MPO is comprised of the Cities of Ivins, Santa
17 I think the feasible one, probably the less expensive T-12.2 g
. 17 Clara, St. George and Washington Cities. We represent those
18 one, is the one in the center, which is--3400 West is
18 entities in the long-range transportation planning process.
19 probably the most feasible. . .
19 The Southern Corridor is one of our high priority
20 The road that's on the west side, which is 4300 West, T-12.3 ) T-14.1
20 projects. As a matter of fact, if I was to rank them, it
Z1 which goes by the existing sewer ponds, would require an
21 would be number two in our current priority list for the
22 overpass because of the traffic conditions there. But my
22 Dixie MPO area. And soc we'd like to see it constructed as
23| challenge for that argument that that would be the worst is
23 soon as possible.
24 one of these days we're going to have to have an overpass
24 And we recognize that the first leg between Atkinville T-14.2
25 there anyway, because they've put an exit at that point, put
25 Interchange and the area near the St. George relocation, the
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COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
&
1 airport would be--the section from there over to the
2 location of the proposed S5t. George replacement airport
3 would be our first priority for the Southern Corridor, which
4 is right now our second priority of all of our needs that we
5 have in the area.
6 We think that's important, because that particular area T-14.3
7 of Dixie is where most of the growth is going to occur, not
8 just the airport but a lot of the development and growth
9 commercial and residential. 1It's one of the few places left
10 for growth to go. And the area is growing about five and a
11 half percent per year. We see that continuing for some
12 time. It may taper off a little bit.
13 The Southern Corridor is an important link in the belt
14 loop that we would like to see constructed here to help
15 relieve traffic on our existing arterials and collector This area is intentiona”y blank.
16 roads in the Dixie area. That's my statement.
17 STATEMENT OF MELVIN L. LLOYD:
18 My comment is if they're gonna build this road, they T-15.1
19 need to make sure that they fund the maintenance for it so
20 that the people that are having to do that maintenance right
21 now aren't overburdened more than they are. That's it.
22
23
24
25

11-86

Southern Corridor Final EIS

April 2005



Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

11.5 Responses to Comments

Table 11.5-1. Responses to Comments

Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

Ron McCollum C-01.1

C-01.2

C-01.3

(No name provided) Cc-02.1

Deana Mills C-03.1

C-03.2

April 2005

Purpose and Need

Purpose and Need

Purpose and Need

Purpose and Need

Alternatives

Farmland

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

2.2

4.2

Comment — This is a road that goes essentially nowhere and won't for the next 10
or 15 years. It will not relieve traffic congestion on SR 9 and will not assist in
relieving traffic going to or from St. George. The only reason for the road is to help
developers sell property.

Response — The need for the road is discussed in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need
for Action. The purpose of the road is to provide a regional transportation facility
between St. George, Washington City, and Hurricane that would complement local
land use plans. The corridor would also accommodate areas of future growth,
reduce some traffic on the existing and future network of arterial and city streets,
and improve conditions in areas already developed.

Comment — We need another access to St. George that will help alleviate traffic on
SR 9 and help remove the constant traffic on St. George Blvd. for people accessing
I-15.

Response — Comment noted. See response to comment C-01.1.

Comment — Until the “new airport” exists, there is no reason for this road and even
then, unless you are traveling from the “proposed” housing projects to the
“proposed” airport, the route has no value.

Response — See response to comment C-01.1. The road will provide access to the
proposed St. George replacement airport.

Comment — | could care less. | just want to sell my house so | can move to
Colorado where the summers are not so terribly hot.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | prefer the 2800 West Alternative.
Response — Comment noted.

Comment — Most of the area is farmland waiting to be developed.

Response — Comment noted. The 4300 West Alternative would impact 1 acre, the
3400 West Alternative would impact 50 acres, and the 2800 West Alternative would
not impact any prime, unique, or state-important farmland. The cumulative impact
analysis notes that much of the farmland within the city limits will be developed.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

(No name provided) C-04.1

Junius Campbell C-05.1

Mary Bray C-06.1

C-06.2

C-06.3

C-06.4

11-88

Alternatives

Purpose and Need

Land Use

Alternatives

Environmental

Consequences

Smart Growth

2.2

1.8

4.1

2.2

4.0

6.0

Comment — The 2800 West Alternative would be the best choice. The alternative
would serve both the lake and recreationalist.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — We don’t need the Southern Corridor. SR 59 needs improvement to
make the road more safe.

Response — The need for the road is discussed in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need
for Action. The Southern Corridor is needed to enhance the current and future
transportation network, address the lack of future capacity in the southern limits of
the local cities to meet travel demand, and help accommodate the future growth
expected in the area by 2030. SR 59 is outside the Southern Corridor study area.

Comment — | support trading BLM land versus buying from private landowners.

Response — The Southern Corridor would use both public and private land. Given
the length and purpose of the project, it would be impossible to take only public
land.

Comment — | support the 2800 West Alternative because it will create less
environmental impacts and it will support the Sand Hollow Reservoir. It may also
bring in more tourist dollars to the area.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — What wildlife will be impacted? We have some unique plants that need
to be preserved and archaeological sites should be protected. Who would provide
road maintenance for the Southern Corridor?

Response — Potential impacts to threatened and endangered species are
addressed in Section 4.14 and impacts to archaeological sites in Section 4.15.
Some of these resources would be impacted by the project. Road maintenance
would depend on whether the project is a local or state road. If the project is a local
road, maintenance would be provided by Washington County or the local cities. No
decision has been made if the Southern Corridor would be a state or local road.

Comment — This seems to be a rapidly growing area and the road system and
organization are not keeping up with the growth. Having lived here for five years, |
would like to see the area remain smaller and less impact on the environment, but
progress is happening.

Response — See Chapter 6, Smart Growth. The local cities could implement
planning initiatives that could maintain the natural environment, reduce the need for
future roads and vehicle miles traveled, and minimize environmental impacts.
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Commenter and
Affiliation

Comment
Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

Roy Bray

David Isom

John Donnell

(No name provided)

James L. Dykmann —
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer
(Archaeology)

April 2005

C-07.1

C-07.2

C-08.1

C-09.1

C-10.1

C-111

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

Historic,
Archaeological,
and Paleontological

2.2

2.2

2.2

2.2

2.2

3.15,4.15

Comment — | prefer the 2800 West Alternative because it offers access further east
and is less intrusive on the environment. | don’t care about the effect on
developments—they can provide their own roads.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — Whichever route is selected, move quickly to get all the right-of-way
before the cost of land goes up. Can you trade some land elsewhere to get land
along the 2800 West Alternative?

Response — Once a decision on the selected corridor is made in the Record of
Decision, it will be up to the local cities to preserve the right-of-way needed for the
highway. How land is acquired for the project will depend on many factors including
costs, impacts to existing residents, and fair market value for the property. Once a
decision is made to purchase property, the type of purchase or land transfer would
be negotiated with the property owner.

Comment — | prefer the 2800 West Alternative. Residents from the proposed Dixie
Springs and Outlaw Ridge developments will use SR 9. Residents from the Sky
Ranch area will all go into Hurricane and then to St. George, which will cause
congestion.

Response — Comment noted.
Comment — | have no financial interest in the proposed Outlaw Ridge development

but I think it is better to avoid the property. Although there is a safety issue with the
4300 West Alternative, | prefer that option.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | prefer the 4300 West Alternative because it provides the most direct
route.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — The State Historic Preservation Office offers no technical comments for
the Draft EIS. The understanding and analysis of historic and archaeological
property are appropriate and should be useful in understanding the undertaking’s
potential to affect cultural resources.

Response — Comment noted.
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Commenter and
Affiliation

Comment
Number Resource Area EIS Section

Comment/Response

Leigh J.
Kuwanwisiwma —
Director, Hopi
Cultural Preservation
Office

R.G. Smith

11-90

C-12.1 Historic, 3.15, 4.15
Archaeological,
and Paleontological

C-13.1 Purpose and Need 1.8

C-13.2 Purpose and Need 1.8

C-13.3 Purpose and Need 1.8

Comment — The EIS has an area of controversy and major unresolved issues. BLM
Instructional Memoranda 98-131-2 prohibit reburial of human remains and
associated objects subject to the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act originating or excavated from BLM-administered land on BLM land.
Therefore, we oppose the data recovery proposed on BLM land under current BLM
procedures. The Hopi Cultural Preservation Office requests consultation with
FHWA, UDOT, and BLM to discuss the proposed draft Memorandum of Agreement
and repatriation and disposition of human remains and associated objects culturally
affiliated to the Hopi Tribe that may be discovered as a result of this project.

Response — To address these concerns, FHWA and BLM met with the Hopi Tribe
on February 24, 2003. As a result of this meeting, FHWA and BLM have committed
to continue to coordinate with the Hopi Tribe and other Native American groups that
have expressed interest in this project. See Section 4.15.1, Cultural Resources. In
addition, FHWA and UDOT will continue to work with interested Native Americans
in developing a plan for dealing with discoveries during construction and acceptable
treatment of the discoveries agreeable to all parties. The plan will be finalized prior
to construction.

Comment — | suggest a new four-lane highway from I-15 at milepost 2 to go east,
then northeast to Hurricane at about 3800 West; build a new bridge over the Virgin
River, and connect to a new interchange on I-15 between Leeds and Silver Reef.

Response — The need for the road is discussed in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need
for Action. The purpose of the road is to provide a regional transportation facility
between St. George, Washington City, and Hurricane that would complement local
land use plans. The corridor would also accommodate areas of future growth,
reduce some traffic on the existing and future network of arterial and city streets,
and improve conditions in areas already developed. A road north of SR 9 to I-15
would not meet the project’s purpose and need and therefore was not analyzed in
the EIS. A connection to SR 9 at 3800 West would conflict with the land use plans
of Hurricane and would bisect planned developments.

Comment — Make another four-lane road north of SR 9 through Hurricane and
widen 1-15 from milepost 27 through Toquerville to La Verkin.

Response — See response to comment C-13.1.
Comment — Southern Utah is growing to be a big city. We need many roads.
Response — Comment noted.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number Resource Area EIS Section Comment/Response
Charles Reeve C-14.1 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — | prefer the 2800 West connection because this route would likely
connect to the Sand Hollow Reservoir construction haul road and could divert some
traffic from SR 9. Trying to get onto SR 9 eastbound at 2260 West is like taking your
life in your hands. There is too much traffic on SR 9!
Response — Comment noted.

C-14.2 Purpose and Need 1.8 Comment — | support anything that would make it easier to get from 331 N. 2260 W.
into Hurricane—completing 600 N. from 2260 W. to 200 W. would help.
Response — Comment noted.

C-14.3 Purpose and Need 1.8 Comment — | am disappointed that the option of following the Utah-Arizona border
up the Honeymoon Trail and connecting in near Colorado City is no longer being
considered.

Response — The project mentioned was part of the Transamerica Transportation
Corridor that was studied in 1996 (see Section 1.1.2). In October 1996, the Grand
Staircase Escalante National Monument was designated, restricting resource
development. The likelihood of coal-carrying trucks traveling through Hurricane was
reduced, lessening the immediate need for a bypass route directly from SR 59 to I-
15.

C-14.4 Purpose and Need 1.8 Comment — None of the current options offer any real advantage over the current |-
15 to SR 9 route for an east-west traveler.

Response — Comment noted. The alternatives are not intended to provide an
advantage over the current I-15 to SR 9 route. The purpose of the Southern
Corridor is to provide a regional transportation facility between St. George,
Washington City, and Hurricane that would complement local land use plans. The
corridor would also accommodate areas of future growth, reduce some traffic on the
existing and future network of arterial and city streets, and improve conditions in
areas already developed.

C-145 Purpose and Need 1.8 Comment — The current three options look like they are intended to help the State
Street businesses in Hurricane, but offer no advantages to the traveler.

Response — See response to comment C-14.4.
Lavoid Leavitt C-15.1 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — All choices were great.
Response — Comment noted.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number Resource Area EIS Section Comment/Response

Ray Rosenthal — C-16.1 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — The key items | support are getting the Atkinville interchange built and

Colliers International the initial portion of the Southern Corridor completed to River Road, which will allow

Real Estate for quick access to the Fort Pearce Industrial Park. Then, as soon as the
replacement airport is built, the Southern Corridor could be extended to provide
access to the airport.
Response — Comment noted.

C-16.2 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — | support the 3400 West Alternative because it appears to be the best
alternative and is also the least expensive.
Response — Comment noted.

C-16.3 Economic 4.5 Comment — Providing quick and quality access to the Fort Pearce Industrial Park is
the most likely way to increase Washington City’s job growth and tax base, which
will benefit all of the county and help pay for the cost of the Southern Corridor and
the new airport.

Response — Comment noted.

Don Musich — C-17.1 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — | support the 4300 West Alternative because it is the shortest route and

Skyridge Homes would accomplish the alternate route to the airport and the Arizona border. | support
the 3400 West Alternative as my second choice. However, it would be harder to
deal with the Outlaw Ridge development.
Response — Comment noted.

Carol Musich C-18.1 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — | support the shortest route (4300 West Alternative).
Response — Comment noted.

Douglas Klein C-19.1 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — In reference to that portion of the Southern Corridor on the 1/4 section
line through section 24 up to section 13 and more specifically that portion of the
Southern Corridor on the 1/4 line that is located close to where the 1/4 line
intersects section 24 and section 13, | would prefer to see the radius...the
curve...the turn in the Southern Corridor placed closer to and preferably right over
that point of intersection [would like to see the Southern Corridor alignment adjusted
to follow the Klein property line rather than bisect my property].
Response — The preferred alignment on the Klein property in the vicinity of section
24 was originally developed in coordination with the property owners. The alignment
will be adjusted as requested in the comment.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

C-19.2

Royden Wittwer C-20.1

C-20.2

David J. Demas — Cc-21.1
City of St. George

C-21.2

James Blanchmore —  C-22.1
La Verkin City Board
of Adjustments

April 2005

Alternatives

Alternatives

Economic

Alternatives

Alternatives

Environmental
Consequences

2.2

2.2

4.5

2.2

2.2

4.0

Comment — | am also interested in the frontage road considerations along the
Southern Corridor that will provide access to adjoining property. How is that
handled? Is it handled within the existing proposed corridor?

Response — A frontage road system is not part of the Southern Corridor project.
Any frontage or access roads to property would be the responsibility of the local
cities and Washington County.

Comment — | prefer the 3400 West Alternative because it has better visibility for the
off ramp and less construction cost than the 2800 West Alternative. With the turn in
the road at 4300 West, [that alternative] may be dangerous.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | am concerned about signing. No signs (private or state) should be
posted to direct traffic to Zion National Park from the south or to Mesquite, Nevada,
from the east, effectively bypassing St. George and Washington City. This could
have an adverse effect on local businesses.

Response — Potential bypass impacts are analyzed in Section 4.5, Economic
Impacts. Results of the analysis determined that potential economic impacts to St.
George and Washington City would be small.

Comment — | support the 3400 West Alternative because it is a better location for
the intersection at SR 9. Access on and off SR 9 is a big issue. This location
provides the best horizontal sight distance.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — The project is necessary. Many routes have been studied and these
seem to be the most feasible. | do not support the 2800 West Alternative, as | don't
want the road to go around the Sand Hollow Reservoir site. This may cut off future
recreational opportunities. The project should move forward as soon as possible
and no later than the airport construction.

Response — Potential impacts to recreation areas are addressed in Section 4.3.8,
Recreational Resources. Although the 2800 West Alternative could limit access
between the Sand Hollow Reservoir and the Sand Mountain Recreation Area,
UDOT would work with State Parks and BLM to ensure that the appropriate
overpasses or underpasses are provided to allow access to recreation areas.

The first phase of the Southern Corridor would likely include the connection from I-
15 to the proposed St. George replacement airport.

Comment — It seems that it [2800 West Alternative?] is less intrusive to wildlife and
farms.

Response — Comment noted.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

C-22.2

C-22.3

Howard Bardwell C-23.1

C-23.2

C-23.3

Larry Bulloch — City of C-24.1
St. George

C-24.2

11-94

Alternatives

Purpose and Need

Alternatives

Environmental
Consequences

Purpose and Need

Purpose and Need

Purpose and Need

2.2

18

21

4.0

18

11

1.2

Comment — | like the 2800 West Alternative. (1) It comes out closer to downtown
Hurricane businesses. (2) It is far safer than the other alternatives. (3) It is scenic
along the Sand Hollow Reservoir. (4) It is less destructive to existing houses and
farms such as Flora Tech and the pecan orchard.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | have long thought it would be nice to have an alternative road to the
west. | also think that there should be a way for people from the east to circumvent
the narrow streets of Hurricane. Somehow all of these roads should be able to
bypass the restrictions of the towns and slow traffic to safely flow around the
downtown areas.

Response — Comment noted. A road east of Hurricane is outside the study area
and would not meet the project’s purpose and need of providing a regional facility
between St. George, Washington City, and Hurricane.

Comment — | prefer the 4300 West Alternative because it is the shortest and most
direct route and also is one of the lower-cost alternatives. The 3400 West
Alternative has no benefit because the Outlaw Ridge will provide for its own traffic
requirements. The 2800 West route runs through the Sand Hollow area, adding
more traffic with little benefit.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — The area involved in the three alternatives is already developed to the
extent that [environmental and cultural] considerations are of little importance.

Response — Comment noted. Potential impacts to the natural and human
environment are analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.

Comment — The traffic congestion through the old downtown Hurricane on SR 9
from 300 W. to the La Verkin bridge is serious and requires some relief. An
alternative route from the west side of Hurricane to SR 59 east of town would be a
much-needed alternative.

Response — See response to comment C-22.3.
Comment — MPO designation has taken place as well as committee reorganization.
Response — The Final EIS has been updated regarding the MPO.

Comment — Transit service is now provided by St. George and the transit plan is
being developed, hopefully complete by the end of the summer.

Response — The Final EIS has been revised regarding the latest transit information.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

C-243

C-24.4

Jacqueline Dubois C-25.1

Jack M. Farnsworth C-26.1

C-26.2

C-26.3

April 2005

Purpose and Need

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

Purpose and Need

Alternatives

1.2

2.2

2.2

2.2

1.8

2.2

Comment — Bus service has changed.

Response — The Final EIS has been revised regarding the latest bus service
information.

Comment — St. George No-Build improvements need to be updated.
Response — The Final EIS has been revised to include the latest information
regarding No-Build projects.

Comment — No to the 3400 West Alternative. It will bring noise, pollution, and
accidents near my home.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | support the 2800 West Alternative. The elements | support for my
reasoning are principally the advantages and disadvantages of the alternative route.
I think they outweigh both of the others with the exception to the cost, but | believe
even that will be an advantage in the future building a bypass route from the
southeast corner of Sand Hollow Reservoir to the Colorado City Highway going to
Arizona. The other two routes would cause additional congested areas on SR 9,
which is one of the few traffic releases off I-15.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — UDOT should look at more available outlets from St. George to I-15.

Response — The project’s purpose and need does not involve improvements to I-15.
See response to comment C-01.1.

Comment — UDOT should look at a road from Sunset Blvd. in St. George to I-15
through the mountains and coming out close to Zions turn off on SR 9.

Response — See response to comment C-26.2.
Comment — | do not support the 3400 West alternative.
Response — Comment noted.
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Commenter and

Affiliation

Comment
Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

Jay Beacham

Sheldon Green

Jay and Bonnie
Mainteer

11-96

Cc-27.1

C-28.1

C-28.2

C-28.3

C-29.1

C-29.2

C-29.3

Land Use

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

Purpose and Need

Alternatives

Alternatives

41

2.2

2.2

2.2

1.8

2.2

2.2

Comment — | am opposed to the construction of the proposed Southern Corridor
because whenever a highway is made through a pristine area, developments of
houses soon line both sides of that road. Several developments have already been
constructed or soon will be at points along that route. This is a lovely and scenic
area of natural beauty which is being destroyed by unregulated development
expansions. Roads open up that expansion. Please don't let this road be
constructed.

Response — See Section 4.1, Land Use Impacts. Discussion with local city planners
determined that the growth would occur with or without the Southern Corridor.
Population in the study area is expected to grow from about 65,000 to over 200,000
by 2030. Because of the limited opportunities for growth to the north as a result of
the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve, it is anticipated that growth will occur south of St.
George and Washington City. If the Southern Corridor were not built, the cities
would construct arterial roads to support the development in that area as described
in Section 4.1.1.1, No-Build Alternative. The Southern Corridor would provide a
more efficient transportation system to support the anticipated growth.

Comment — | prefer the 4300 West Alternative. There is already a road plan there to
Sand Hollow Reservoir.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | think UDOT should consider a traffic light at SR 9 and Quail Lake
Estates by the Chevron station.

Response — Comment noted. If the 4300 West Alternative is selected, this
intersection would be improved to an interchange.

Comment — No to the 3400 West Alternative. It has the greatest number of
relocations and it conflicts with the Outlaw Ridge development.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | support the Southern Corridor project because it is heeded for the
growth.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | prefer the 4300 West Alternative because of the distance and impacts.
Response — Comment noted.

Comment — No to the 3400 West Alternative.

Response — Comment noted.
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Commenter and
Affiliation

Comment
Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

Tom Hirschi — Mayor,
City of Hurricane

Tom Shelly

April 2005

C-30.1

C-30.2

C-31.1

C-31.2

Alternatives

Alternatives

Purpose and Need

Alternatives

2.2

2.2

1.8

2.2

Comment — The City of Hurricane has chosen to support the 2800 West Alternative
through the city for the following reasons: 1) fewer property owners involved; 2)
improved access to recreation sites and projected future development; 3) better
opportunities for east-west connections from the city; 4) best location for connection
to SR 9 because of safer access and proximity to the main part of the city; 5) lowest
number of cultural sites.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — We recommend that the connection between SR 9 and the Southern
Corridor be with overpasses for a smooth transition of traffic.

Response — The travel volumes were considered in developing the design for each
of the three alternatives at the SR-9 connection. The projected traffic volumes for
2030 do not show a need for a full grade separated interchange at SR-9. An
interchange was developed for the 4300 West Alternative because of sight distance
and other safety concerns. The 2800 West and the 3400 West alternatives do not
have similar safety concerns. This EIS will not preclude an interchange on SR-9 if
there is a purpose and need established in the future.

Comment — | do not support any of the alternatives. Let’s pay for what we've got
going on now first before beginning a new project.

Response — Comment noted.
Comment — No! to the 3400 West Alternative.
Response — Comment noted.
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Commenter and
Affiliation

Comment
Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

Jim Steitz

11-98

C-32.1

C-32.2

Purpose and Need

Threatened and
Endangered
Species

1.8

4.14

Comment — This project is bound to unleash a wave of low-density development,
negating much of the traffic congestion purpose for the project itself. This project
will induce such poorly planned development that the long-term capacity issue in
the area may be made worse through induced demand. Indeed, the FHWA admits
that each of the action alternatives would actually increase traffic congestion on 7 of
33 segments studied versus the No-Build Alternative. This calls into question the
true purpose of the document.

Response — See Section 1.8, Conclusion, in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for
Action. The primary purpose of the Southern Corridor is to provide a regional
transportation facility between St. George, Washington City, and Hurricane that
would complement local land use plans, not to negate traffic congestion. However,
part of the secondary purpose of the project is to reduce some traffic on the existing
and future network of arterial and city streets and improve conditions in areas
already developed. As you have noted, the Southern Corridor would decrease
traffic congestion in 26 of the 33 segments, therefore reducing some traffic on the
existing network. The roadways where traffic would increase are I-15 and SR 9 at
the interchange with the Southern Corridor.

Table 2.1-3, Build versus No-Build VMT, VHT, and Average Speed (Capacity
Constrained), shows the increase in VMT between the No-Build and build
alternatives. Although the VMT would increase by an average of 11.1%, the amount
of time traveling would decrease by 7.7%. Additionally, discussion with city planners
indicated that the ultimate growth patterns and planned land uses would be similar
with or without the Southern Corridor because of the limited growth potential north
of the study area. Finally, FHWA, UDOT, and EPA have been working with the local
communities to implement smart growth (see Chapter 6, Smart Growth). This has
resulted in the City of St. George implementing initiatives to minimize urban sprawl
and environmental impacts.

Comment — This project would destroy populations of Holmgren milkvetch, dwarf
bearclaw poppy, and Siler’s pincushion cactus. The federal government’s project
cannot simply violate the Endangered Species Act. The dwarf bearclaw poppy may
be Utah’s most endangered plant.

Response — Section 4.14 details the impacts to threatened and endangered
species, including potential impacts to Holmgren milkvetch and dwarf bearclaw
poppy. Siler's cactus was not located along the Southern Corridor alignments.
FHWA has complied with the Endangered Species Act and has received a
Biological Opinion from USFWS. The Biological Opinion stated the proposed
Southern Corridor was likely to adversely affect the Holmgren milkvetch, bearclaw
poppy, and Siler cactus but is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence
provided that active conservation measures are implemented. Mitigation for these
species was developed in consultation with USFWS.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number Resource Area EIS Section Comment/Response
C-32.3 Alternatives 2.0 Comment — The FHWA is proposing three equally bad alternatives. The projects

have been reduced to three different road designs, rather than being truly different
alternatives for meeting the purpose and need. The DEIS is connected to the
assumption that Washington County will not use any smart growth planning and
assumes no impact from public transportation for the entirety of the project planning
horizon.

Response — The EIS has evaluated a reasonable number of alternatives within the
reasonable range of alternatives. Chapter 2, Alternatives, details the alternatives
evaluated. These alternatives included both highway and non-highway alternatives.
Mass transit was included in this analysis and it was determined that the current or
future population base of the area could not support a rail transit system. Potential
bus service was also reviewed and, although it will continue to be an important part
of the region’s development, it could not meet the main purpose of providing a
regional transportation facility between St. George, Washington City, and Hurricane.

Certainly, a full range of alternatives must be examined under NEPA. However, not
every alternative must be analyzed. NEPA requires only that the EIS be sufficiently
inclusive and informative in its description and discussion of alternatives to allow the
decision-making agency to make an informed choice to proceed with the project or
not.

An agency must consider only those alternatives that are reasonable under the
circumstances that are expected to exist. A reasonable alternative is one that will
meet the purposes of the project—in other words, if an alternative will not meet the
purposes of the project, it is not reasonable. The definition of a reasonable
alternative also includes the requirement that an alternative be able to meet a
project’s purpose and need in a timely manner.

As described above, the EIS has evaluated a reasonable number of alternatives
within the range of reasonable alternatives. Because land use changes could not
meet the purpose and need of providing a regional facility between the local cities, it
is not considered a reasonable alternative. According to the state constitution,
regional planning is a local responsibility. NEPA does not require examination of
unrealistic or highly hypothetical alternatives, nor does it permit federal decision-
makers to ignore local planning processes.

As discussed in Chapter 6, Smart Growth, the FHWA, UDOT, and EPA worked with
the local cities regarding smart growth opportunities. As a result of this process, St.

George has implemented many smart growth initiatives and has revised its land use
plan.
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Commenter and
Affiliation

Comment

Number Resource Area EIS Section

Comment/Response

Deloss S. Hammon —
Alliance Consulting

Vyonne S.
Mendenhall — A.R.
Spilsbury Family
Enterprises

John D. and
Constance J.
Clemens

11-100

C-324 Alternatives 2.0

C-33.1

Alternatives 2.0

C-34.1 Alternatives 2.0

C-35.1 Smart Growth 6.0

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — The direct causality between the actions of FHWA and the land-use
situation in the area is the crucial link that FHWA cannot avoid and which has the
effect of nullifying the project’s purpose and need. NEPA is clear that government
agencies cannot avoid a comprehensive look at broad alternatives simply by the
nature of the agency’s area of purview. In other words, NEPA obliges the FHWA to
take a much broader look at possible alternative land-use and planning futures of
the area.

Response — See response to comment C-32.3.

Comment — SITLA, WCWCD, and Dave Wilkie, who is representing several private
landowners, have formed a coalition to complete certain aspects of land planning in
the Southern Corridor area. All of these owners will be significantly impacted by this
project.

Response — Comment noted. The Southern Corridor alternatives were developed
considering the natural environment and to accommodate future growth.
Development plans at the time of the alternative development process were
considered.

Comment — The 2800 West route runs through approximately 3 miles of our
property. If this route is chosen, we would require an interchange at least every
mile, sound walls, and landscape enhancements.

Response — Comment noted. The Southern Corridor would be initially constructed
as a limited-access facility with at-grade intersections and, when traffic warrants,
upgraded to a facility with interchanges. The exact location of interchanges would
be based on future development and must be justified based on traffic demand.
Because there is little development along the proposed alternatives, sound wall
locations have not been included as part of the project. In addition, under UDOT
policy, sound walls are approved for existing developed areas only. After
construction, the disturbed areas along the highway will be replanted with native
plants.

Comment — We suggest that there are current demands for more water than what is
available. The proposed project will encourage accelerated commercial, industrial,
and residential growth. The current residents would be subjected to increased
restrictions on water quantity and increased cost.

Response — Growth in the area will occur with or without the Southern Corridor;
therefore, water demand is the responsibility of the local governments and the
WCWCD. Chapter 6, Smart Growth, addresses future water demand, potential
water shortfalls, and the need to implement water conservation measures.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

C-35.2 Purpose and Need,
Smart Growth

C-35.3 Threatened and
Endangered
Species

C-354 Alternatives

C-35.5 Purpose and Need

April 2005

1.8,6.0

4.14

2.2

1.8

Comment — A highway that may produce commute-time savings of 8% should be
ruled out on that statistic alone. Taxpayers should not be asked to give up
thousands of acres of open land in exchange for the expenditure of a quarter of a
billion dollars and more poorly planned, low-density sprawl.

Response — The Southern Corridor project was brought forward as a proposal by
the local communities. The communities felt that the project is needed to provide a
regional transportation facility between the cities that would also complement local
land use plans. The communities brought the project forward knowing the required
expenditures.

FHWA, EPA, and UDOT have been working with the local communities to address
both local and regional planning and ways of implementing smart growth. Chapter
6, Smart Growth, details some of the planning steps taken to address low-density

development with the local communities.

Comment — The cursory attention given to the destruction of the dwarf bearclaw
poppy does not meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act.

Response — See response to comment C-32.2.

Comment — The DEIS purports to present four alternatives, but the reality is that
there are two—»build or no-build. The commonality of nearly all the lengths of the
three build alternatives makes is farcical to present them as significantly different.

Response — See response to comment C-32.3.

Comment — The Southern Corridor is designed to benefit a few while working to the
overall detriment of the many and should be abandoned.

Response — See response to comment C-35.2.
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Comment
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Affiliation Resource Area EIS Section

Comment/Response

C-36.1 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

Joel M. Peterson and
Elaine York — The
Nature Conservancy
of Utah

11-102

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Note: On July 9, 2003, The Nature Conservancy of Utah submitted a revised
version of their original comments from May 30, 2003. This FEIS includes only the
revised version of their comments.

Comment — We disagree with USFWS'’s biological opinion and believe that any loss
of habitat jeopardizes the existence of the bearclaw poppy, Holmgren milkvetch,
and Siler cactus for the following reasons:

¢ The size and distribution of existing populations are already alarmingly small.

¢ All existing populations are critical to provide genetic diversity necessary to adapt
to existing and future environmental conditions.

¢ Loss of habitat means not only a loss of the existing plants, but also the loss of
the seed bank.

¢ Anything that further reduces the genetic diversity of these three plant species
would impact the rare plant populations.

¢ Plant numbers alone is not a safe criterion for an evaluation of reproductive
health of the poppy. Population density strongly influences the poppy’s
reproductive success.

e Bearclaw poppy habitat loss will continue as a result of urban growth, increased
use of OHVs, and other recreation. Every attempt should be made to prevent
further habitat loss.

Response — See response to comment C-32.2 regarding the USFWS Biological
Opinion. The analysis in the EIS notes the potential impacts to genetic diversity and
the concerns with the long-term reproductive success of the endangered plant
species. Additionally, the cumulative impact analysis includes a discussion of the
effects from continued urban growth and concludes that the overall continued loss
of habitat on state and private land could threaten the existence of the endangered
plants. In 2004, FHWA reinitiated the Section 7 process to account for new
information on the bearclaw poppy and Holmgrem milkvetch obtained since 2002.
Based on the re-evaluation, USFWS concurred with the findings that the Southern
Corridor was likely to adversely affect the bearclaw poppy and Holmgren milkvetch.
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Comment/Response

April 2005

C-36.2 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-36.3 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-36.4 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Plant habitat for these three species needs to be redefined. We
suggest that the numerous plant surveys that have been conducted for the past 15
years be consulted to define habitat for each of these three species. The last few
years have been drought years resulting in few visible plants.

Response — The endangered species plant habitat was gathered from surveys
conducted for the project, past plant surveys, and from BLM. The surveys
conducted for the Southern Corridor included both individual plants and actual
habitat based on soil type. Because of the drought conditions during the time of the
Southern Corridor surveys, mitigation was added to the EIS for new surveys to be
conducted before construction. These additional surveys will be coordinated with
USFWS. In addition, FHWA reinitiated the Section 7 process for this project based
on the surveys conducted for the Holmgren milkvetch and bearclaw poppy that
occurred after the issuance of the USFWS biological opinion in September 2002.

Comment — The biological assessment for the Southern Corridor was not available
in the Draft EIS. When was this survey completed? Is this document available for
comment?

Response — Because reports such as the biological assessment and survey data
give the locations of sensitive species, they are typically not made available in
public reports such as an EIS or made available to the public. FHWA in consultation
with USFWS will review any request to review such reports to ensure the proper
use of such information.

Comment — Habitat for these rare plants is not mitigable. All existing habitat is
critical to the survival of these three plant species. One acre of habitat would be
protected when one acre is destroyed is still a net loss of habitat when so little
remains. To date, no bearclaw poppies have been successfully transplanted or
germinated. In situ conservation [at the plants’ original location] is critical for the
poppy.

Response — The mitigation measures have been revised based on consultation with
USFWS and now are 3-for-1 for direct impacts and 5-for-1 for indirect impacts to
habitat for mitigation that occurs in the primary affects zone. This conservation
would result in a net loss of habitat within the Southern Corridor right-of-way but
would protect areas currently being threatened by recreational use or future
development on state or private land. The mitigation does not include transplanting
species for the reasons stated in the comment. The general locations of the
conservation parcels are identified in the USFWS Amended Biological Opinion
(Appendix C). These general locations were selected based on the location near
the plants’ habitat that would be affected by the Southern Corridor in order to
maintain the species diversity.
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Commenter and
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Comment/Response

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-36.5

C-36.6 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-36.7 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species
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Comment — There is reasonable doubt that mitigation measures will be taken.
There are no guarantees of fences being built or maintained. The Red Bluff
bearclaw poppy population has been fenced, but bicycles are allowed in the area
and considerable habitat has been damaged. The Warner Ridge ACEC has never
been fenced. White Dome, important habitat for the poppy and Siler cactus, is
SITLA land and could be sold.

Response — If the proposed Southern Corridor is built, all mitigation identified in the
EIS and the Biological Opinion will be implemented. The intent of installing fences is
to keep the plants from being harmed by unauthorized use of an area. The areas
identified for conservation in the EIS would not allow motorized or bicycle access
that could potentially harm the habitat.

Comment — Reassess all development plans for the area. The Draft EIS addresses
adverse effects of the Southern Corridor on these plant species. However, there are
many other development plans for this area, which will also affect these three rare
plants and increase the overall impact of any habitat loss. We suggest that you
coordinate your Southern Corridor planning with Washington County planning to
accurately assess adverse effects on the existing rare plant populations.

Response — Section 4.14.3, Cumulative Impacts, does analyze the potential
cumulative impacts of future development in the region along with the Southern
Corridor. For this analysis, it was assumed that all remaining sensitive plant habitat
on private and state land would be developed. The conclusion of the EIS is that the
continued loss of habitat in Washington County from development and recreational
activities could threaten the continued existence of the bearclaw poppy and
Holmgren milkvetch. In addition, a more detailed analysis of indirect impacts was
undertaken to determine potential induced growth impacts from the Southern
Corridor. This analysis included developing a No-Build and build development
scenario. The analysis concluded that the area would develop with or without the
Southern Corridor. Based on the indirect impacts analysis, there would be 2 acres
of indirect impacts to Holmgren milkvetch and 8 acres to bearclaw poppy.

Comment — We would like to see a more complete analysis of project alternatives,
including a build alternative that more fully explores a non-automobile transportation
solution.

Response — See response to comment C-32.3.
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C-36.8

C-36.9

C-36.10

C-36.11

April 2005

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — We would like to see an alignment option brought forward in your
analysis that avoids endangered plant habitat.

Response - The alternatives considered were developed in consultation with federal
and state resource agencies as well as local and state planning agencies. The
alternatives carried forward for detailed analysis were based on the purpose and
need for the Southern Corridor while considering the need to minimize impacts to
endangered plant habitat and other resources such as archaeological sites. As
shown in Section 2.1.4.6, an option that avoided endangered plant habitat was
evaluated, but it was not carried forward for detailed analysis because it did not
meet the project’s purpose and need.

Comment — In the next version of the EIS, we would like to see more complete data
for the rare plants, including habitat and population trend data from the last 10
years, and a more sophisticated analysis of rare plant conservation based on
population dynamics and seed bank protection.

Response — The data analyzed in the EIS were based on field surveys and other
information from BLM, state, and private organizations. In addition, the analysis in
the FEIS includes recent surveys (2003 and 2004) conducted by SITLA of
Holmgren milkvetch and bearclaw poppy in the project area. This additional data
has resulted in a revised biological opinion being issued by the USFWS.

The impact analysis included the actual number of acres of habitat impacted and
conservation measures were developed in consultation with the USFWS. The EIS
has been revised to included additional trend data but the results of the DEIS
analysis are still valid. See response to comment C-57.7 regarding seed bank
studies.

Comment — We would like UDOT to reinitiate Section 7 consultation with USFWS
based on all available rare plant information.

Response — See response to comment C-32.2. Based on new information obtained
since the September 2002 USFWS Biological Opinion was issued, FHWA has
reinitiated the Section 7 process. The updated information is contained in Section
4.14, Threatened and Endangered Species Impacts and in the Amended Biological
Opinion contained in Appendix C.

Comment — The Poppy Recovery Plan should be revised and a Holmgren Milkvetch
Recovery Plan should be created in advance of the Final EIS.

Response — The analysis in the EIS is based on field surveys and research data for
the noted plant species. The NEPA process requires that an analysis of plant
species be conducted, but does not require the preparation of recovery plans.
Recovery plans are the responsibility of USFWS.
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Number Resource Area

EIS Section
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Calvin and Mona
Lowe

Paul and Dory
Woollard

Elaine Mills

Glen Mills — Kings
Court Properties

Lea Thompson —

Thompson Family
Pecan Farm
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C-37.1 Alternatives

C-37.2 Alternatives

C-37.3 Purpose and Need

C-38.1 Alternatives

C-39.1 Alternatives

C-40.1 Alternatives

C-41.1 Alternatives

20

2.2

1.8

2.2

2.2

2.2

2.2

Comment — We prefer the Toups plan which disperses the traffic and collects
residents north, south, east, and west. Figure 2-7 in the EIS appears to be a
proposed alternate in favor of tourists who want to load their cars in Las Vegas and
speed to Zion National Park and never spend a dime at our local businesses. [The
commenters also provided the PRC Toups Corps maps referenced in the original
comment.]

Response — Comment noted. See response to comment C-20.2.

Comment — Build the belt route from 4300 West the shortest distance, least
expensive, safest way possible.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — Encourage Winding River to build a connector road from 3400 West
and SR 9 through their property 80 feet wide, and the Lowes to build a 100-foot-
wide connector road from 2800 West through their property, both with unlimited
access which will allow residents easy entrance and exit from the road and disperse
traffic throughout two massive subdivisions as shown in Figure 2-7 of the Draft EIS.

Response — The purpose and need for the Southern Corridor is discussed in
Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action. The purpose of the road is to provide a
regional transportation facility between St. George, Washington City, and Hurricane
that would complement local land use plans. As proposed, your recommendation
would not meet the purpose of providing a regional facility between the local
communities but would only meet the need for addressing local traffic issues.

Comment — We prefer the 4300 West Alternative and are strongly against the 3400
West Alternative.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — We support the 2800 West Alternative.
Response — Comment noted.

Comment — We support the 2800 West Alternative.
Response — Comment noted.

Comment — We prefer the 2800 West Alternative because it will improve future
traffic, it is the alternative the City of Hurricane prefers, and affected property
owners are for that alternative.

Response — Comment noted.

Southern Corridor Final EIS April 2005



Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS
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Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

Jim Ward — Leucadia C-42.1
Financial Corporation

C-42.2

Joseph Perrin C-43.1

April 2005

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

20

2.0

20

Comment — We agree UDOT should secure adequate right-of-ways to support
future growth, but for traffic only and not for pedestrians or other uses. UDOT'’s
proposal for what is in effect an interstate highway is unnecessary. Based on our
own studies [see comment C-43.1], the traffic numbers projected do not justify the
expense of an interstate highway for at least 30 years.

Response — To provide for alternative modes of transportation, the Southern
Corridor includes a trail system for pedestrians and other users. As noted in
Chapter 2, Alternatives, the proposed Southern Corridor would start off as a limited-
access, two-lane facility with at-grade intersections. The proposed project would not
develop into a four-lane, limited-access facility with interchanges until warranted by
traffic demand. The timing of full build-out would depend on the rate of growth in the
project area. To preserve the appropriate amount of right-of-way for the future, the
ultimate build-out was analyzed in the EIS. Because the area is not currently
developed, the actual number and location of the final interchanges identified in the
EIS may change based on final growth and development patterns.

Comment — The 2030 traffic numbers projected by UDOT indicate a need for only
two interchanges instead of 10 to 12, and the other locations can operate as at-
grade intersections. We request that UDOT reclassify the Southern Corridor as an
at-grade, access-friendly expressway similar to the Bangerter Highway in the Salt
Lake Valley.

Response — See response to comment C-42.1.

Comment — The EIS identifies that a four-lane freeway has an 89,000 AADT while a
four-lane rural highway is closer to 39,000 AADT. The 2030 projected traffic
volumes along the Southern Corridor include only one segment, 1-15 to 1st
interchange, where traffic is estimated to exceed the 39,000 capacity (Table 2.1-1,
2030 LOS, No-Build and Build Alternatives). With each interchange costing about
$10 million, the interchanges represent 60 to 80% of the construction costs for this
project. The 2030 projected traffic numbers indicate a need for only two
interchanges instead of 10 to 12, and the other locations can operate as at-grade
intersections. We ask that you quantify the need for a freeway instead of the original
parkway concept.

Response — See response to comment C-42.1. In addition, the cost estimate for the
proposed project given in the EIS does not include the cost of interchanges
because the exact number and location would be based on future development that
will occur in the project area.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number Resource Area EIS Section

Comment/Response

C-43.2 Alternatives 2.0

(No name provided) C-44.1 Alternatives 2.0

C-44.2 Alternatives 2.0

Richard Spotts C-45.1 Recreation, Water 4.3,4.12
Body Modification
and Wildlife
Impacts

Comment — Early in the Leucadia development project, the City of St. George and
Leucadia developed a master plan with an at-grade parkway facility. Somehow this
was changed to a rural freeway/interstate and the parkway was eliminated. A
freeway that bisects the Leucadia property was not anticipated nor expected
throughout the planning process with the City. We ask that you discuss why the at-
grade parkway facility was eliminated from the alternatives. In addition, would a
parkway change travel patterns, where are the likely interchanges actually needed
based on capacity, and how does this change the projected costs?

Response — See response to comment C-42.1.

Comment — | prefer the alternative that will serve Sand Hollow [2800 West
Alternative].

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — A roadway like the Snow Canyon Parkway would be better for
environmental issues than a freeway design.

Response — The Southern Corridor would initially be constructed as a two-lane
facility similar to the Snow Canyon Parkway. The facility would not develop into a
four-lane facility until warranted by traffic demand.

Comment — The DEIS does not acknowledge that significant impacts will likely
extend south of the state line into Arizona. Much of the nearby lands to the south
are administered by Arizona State Lands. This area has already received increasing
levels of recreational uses due to the expanding development to the north.
Evidence of these uses includes off-road vehicle tracks and accumulations of litter.
The DEIS has virtually no mention of the Arizona BLM Strip Field Office.

Response — The EIS addresses potential indirect impacts from development to
recreational areas as well as BLM-designated ACECs. The increasing levels of
recreational use will occur with or without the Southern Corridor as population in the
area is expected to grow from about 50,000 to 200,000 by the year 2030. In
addition, Figure 3-10 shows recreational resources in Arizona. The EIS has been
revised to note that the impacts from increased use can occur on both Utah and
Arizona BLM-administered public land.
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C-45.2

C-453

C-454

C-45.5

C-46.1

Ray Urbaniak

April 2005

Impacts on 4.7
Considerations

Related to

Pedestrians and
Bicyclists

Land Use 3.1,4.1

Threatened and 4,14
Endangered

Species

Water Body 412
Modification and

Wildlife Impacts

Alternatives 2.0
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Comment — The DEIS does not address how the recreational trail that would
parallel the Southern Corridor might connect, if at all, to other trails in the area. It
also does not address the conflicts that may occur between different types of trail
users such as motorized uses.

Response — See Section 4.7, Impacts on Considerations Related to Pedestrians
and Bicyclists, which notes that the proposed Southern Corridor trail would link to
other trails in the study area that are shown in Figure 3-10. In addition, the
proposed trail plan has been coordinated with the Washington County Regional
Trails Cooperative. The trail along the proposed Southern Corridor would be a non-
motorized trail to avoid potential user conflicts.

Comment — | am concerned with the DEIS’s limited references to special or
protected areas. Section 3.1.2, Existing Land Use, does not mention Arizona’s
Paiute Wilderness Area or Grand Canyon—Parashant National Monument. The
proposed Southern Corridor interchange at River Road would become a key access
point for people to drive into remote areas of the Arizona Strip, including this
national monument.

Response — The EIS has been revised to include information regarding the Arizona
Strip resources.

Comment — The DEIS study area boundary and most species-specific status and
trend descriptions are arbitrarily limited to Utah.

Response — Direct construction-related impacts would be limited to Utah since this
project would occur solely within Utah. Additional data regarding Arizona sensitive
species and trend data have been added to the EIS.

Comment — While the DEIS acknowledges habitat fragmentation, the DEIS
discussion does not apply the described concepts to the actual facts and affected
species, analyze the likely impacts, or explain what mitigation measures may be
needed at specific locations to help reduce fragmentation impacts.

Response — Section 4.12, Water Body Modification and Wildlife Impacts, provides
an analysis of impacts to wildlife habitat and notes that only minor impacts would be
expected because of fragmentation and barriers, as there are no known large
migration corridors. An additional discussion of habitat fragmentation has been
added to the EIS and mitigation measures have been included.

Comment — The three alternatives do not provide a reasonable range of
alternatives.

Response — See response to comment C-32.3.
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Resource Area
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Comment/Response

C-46.2

C-46.3

C-46.4

Ronald Thompson — C-47.1
WCWCD

Curt Gordon — SITLA  C-48.1

C-48.2
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Alternatives

Alternatives

Threatened and
Endangered
Species

Alternatives

Alternatives

All

2.0

2.0

4.14

2.0

2.0

All

Comment — The DEIS acknowledges no impact from public transportation, even in
the year 2030. It's important to give citizens and policymakers a smart growth
alternative.

Response — See response to comment C-32.3.

Comment — The DEIS fails to make an adequate connection between the traffic
needs generated by your model and the solution you've chosen. By your own
admission, the build alternatives would increase traffic congestion on 7 of the 33
segments studied versus the no-build alternative.

Response — See response to comment C-32.1

Comment — This project would have devastating impacts on three endangered plant
species. This highway could be the death knell for these plants.

Response — See response to comment C-32.2.

Comment — We believe that the 2800 West Alternative would best serve the long-
range needs of the county. The Final EIS should mention that a benefit of the 2800
West Alternative is better traffic flow to and from Hurricane compared to the other
alternatives.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — Page S-2 and Figure 2-5. We concur that realignment noted here to
avoid the Holmgren milkvetch is not a viable alternative for the reasons noted and
also noted in the correspondence from Larry Bulloch, dated January 24, 2002. In
addition, it is not clear from Figure 2-5 that the Southern Corridor has any impact on
the habitat area mapped for the Holmgren milkvetch.

Response — Comment noted regarding Figure 2-5. Because of the scale of Figure
2-5, it is difficult to show specific impacts to plant habitat. The Southern Corridor
would result in impacts to Holmgren milkvetch habitat.

Comment — Page 2-19, Chapter 11, and wherever applicable. The correct name is
School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA).

Response — The EIS has been revised.
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Comment
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Comment/Response

April 2005

C-48.3

C-48.4

Alternatives

Alternatives

2.0

2.0

Comment — Pages 2-21, 2-24, 2-25, and 2-26. The interchange locations are
expected to change based on the master plans for the development of SITLA's
Southblock property. The Southblock Master Plan identifies interchanges at I-15 at
the Atkinville Wash which also provide access to frontage roads; one about 1.5
miles southeast of I-15, one about 2.4 miles southeast of I-15, and one at River
Road relocated to about 3.3 miles southeast of I-15. These are shown on the
attached Exhibit 1.

Response — Comment noted. As discussed in Section 2.2, Alternatives Considered,
the final number and actual location of interchanges may change based on final
growth/development patterns. Therefore, the interchange locations in the EIS are
preliminary. Once the appropriate locations are finalized based on the future
development, separate environmental documentation will be prepared.

Comment — Page 2-39. There is no basis presented for the 300-foot total right-of-
way width, except several references to protection of the Holmgren milkvetch, which
has not been demonstrated to be located within the right-of-way. The total width of
roadway improvements is only 140 feet. The total width with all the indicated
allowances for slope easements, drainage and detention, and trail totals 226 feet.
Therefore, the total right-of-way should be limited to 226 feet.

The EIS, however, should include an analysis of a corridor of up to 400 feet. This is
because the right-of-way necessary at an interchange is cited as 400 feet. As the
location of interchanges is not fixed, the environmental clearance should consider
that they could be located at any point along the right-of-way.

The information contained in Figure 2-3 and Appendix A does not clearly indicate
what is the geographic area covered by the EIS. For example, is the area of the
interchange between the Southern Corridor and 1-15 included in the project covered
by the EIS?

Response — Based on surveys conducted for the Southern Corridor project,
Holmgren milkvetch habitat is within the right-of-way. The UDOT design standard
for a four-lane facility in a rural area with a trail is 300 feet. In addition, because of
cut and fill requirements, in many places the entire 300 feet would be required. The
400-foot requirement for interchange locations was considered for the proposed
interchange locations shown in the EIS. This EIS provides general information
about environmental impacts from interchanges; once locations are finalized,
separate environmental documentation will be prepared. An analysis of the
Atkinville interchange is included in the EIS.
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Comment/Response

C-48.5 Alternatives 2.0

C-48.6 Alternatives 2.0

C-48.7 Alternatives, 2.0,4.14
Threatened and
Endangered
Species

Comment — Page 2-45. The No-Build Alternative roadway network is not a realistic
representation of development of the Southblock property without the Southern
Corridor. The development of the Southblock would require an east-west arterial
roadway, generally along the alignment of the proposed Southern Corridor,
connecting to I-15 at Milepost 2. The Atkinville interchange would not be deleted,
but would be built to serve land development projects planned for the area, rather
than as part of the Southern Corridor project.

Response — The Atkinville interchange for this EIS is part of the Southern Corridor
project and would not be built under the No-Build Alternative. The No-Build
Alternative road network was developed in coordination with the local city planners.

Comment — Page 4-4 and reference to Figure 4-1. Similar to the comment above,
the interchange at Reference Post 2 would be required as part of the land
development planned for the area. Thus the land use change from commercial to
residential is not appropriate.

Response — See response to comment C-48.5. Land use for the No-Build
Alternative was developed in coordination with City of St. George planning.

Comment — Page 4-88. A field survey of the Holmgren milkvetch has been recently
completed by SITLA on its property adjacent to the Southern Corridor right-of-way.
Based on this new, more detailed data, the alignment most appropriate to avoid the
concentration of milkvetch may be reconsidered.

Response — UDOT met with SITLA in 2003 and 2004 and obtained the most recent
survey information. The SITLA surveys and habitat areas are similar to those
identified during the surveys conducted for the Southern Corridor. Based on the
information provided by SITLA the alternatives in the EIS avoid to the extent
practicable the Holmgren milkvetch.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number Resource Area EIS Section

Comment/Response

C-48.8 Alternatives, 2.0,4.14
Threatened and
Endangered
Species

C-48.9 Appendix A

Comment — Page 4-89. There is no data or mapping information provided that
would indicate that there is Holmgren milkvetch located adjacent to the Southern
Corridor that would be protected by the 300-foot fenced right-of-way through the
Southblock property. The total roadway improvements planned for the Southern
Corridor at build-out are only 140 feet wide. Therefore, the additional right-of-way is
not warranted, based on the data presented. SITLA has now completed a survey of
the Holmgren milkvetch which identifies specific areas where it is located. The
Southern Corridor right-of-way should be limited to that necessary for roadway
improvements, slope and drainage improvements, and planned interchanges.
Habitat for the Holmgren milkvetch should be acquired as mitigation for any impacts
caused by construction of the Southern Corridor in a location that has been
confirmed as an actual habitat area.

Response — The initial development of the 300-foot right-of-way was not intended to
protect plant or wildlife habitat but to meet UDOT safety standards. Because of the
substantial variation in elevation throughout the corridor, the highway, multi-modal
trail, and the cut and fill slopes will occupy the majority of the 300-foot right-of-way
(see response to comment C-48.4).

Holmgren milkvetch habitat has been identified in two locations. The Southern
Corridor alignment in the southeast quadrant of section 25 is between Holmgren
milkvetch habitat and the Atkinville Wash floodplain. The Southern Corridor
alignment in this area was placed to have the least impact on the Holmgren
milkvetch habitat while still avoiding the Atkinville Wash floodplain. The other
Holmgren milkvetch habitat is in section 25 and can have the impacts further
minimized by moving the alignment to the north. The alignment will be moved to the
north at this location. Conservation areas to mitigate impacted habitat will be
coordinated with USFWS.

The 140-foot right-of-way described in the comment allows for the highway from
edge of pavement to edge of pavement only. The 140 feet does not allow for safety
(clear zone), maintenance access, the multi-modal trail, or the cut and fill slopes.
Because the terrain varies in elevation, the cut and fill slopes vary dramatically over
a short distance. The 300-foot right-of-way analyzed in the EIS is necessary to
accommodate the cut and fill slopes along with the required safety elements and
the trail.

Comment — Appendix A. Although titled Roadway Plan and Profiles, no profiles are
included in the document.

Response — Comment noted.
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Russell Bezette

Richard DeLappe

Daniel R. Patterson —
Center for Biological
Diversity

Bob Hoffa — Grand

Canyon Trust

William H. King —
Utah Native Plant
Society
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C-48.10

C-49.1

C-50.1

C-51.1

C-52.1

C-53.1

Alternatives,
Floodplain Impacts

2.0,4.13

Comments and 8.0
Coordination

Comments and 8.0
Coordination

Comments and 8.0
Coordination

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Appendix A, Page 1 of 20. Between approximately Station 2060+00
and Station 2095+00, the Southern Corridor right-of-way is located between a wash
and several hills. The 300-foot right-of-way causes the roadway grading to impact
the hills unnecessarily. The roadway right-of-way should be reduced as noted
above, and the roadway relocated southward, with some adjustment to the
alignment of the wash. This would reduce the grading impact on the hills and
produce a more aesthetic design for the roadway. Also, the alignment of the
eastbound lanes and westbound lanes can have different vertical profiles between
interchanges, allowing them to traverse cross-slopes with reduced grading. If the
location of future interchanges in the Southblock property can be fixed, this
technique can be used to better match the roadway to the topography.

Response — Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, established a federal
policy “to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term adverse impacts
associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct
and indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable
alternative.” Since the alignment noted above in the comment would impact the
Atkinville Wash floodplain and the current alignment in the EIS is a viable option to
avoid the floodplain, your adjustment would not be practicable to avoid floodplain
impacts.

Comment — See comment C-32.
Response — See response to comment C-32.

Comment — See comment C-32.
Response — See response to comment C-32.

Comment — We request that you extend the comment period for the DEIS by 90
days.

Response — NEPA requires a 45-day public comment period for a DEIS. FHWA
provided a 50-day public comment period for the Southern Corridor DEIS. However,
given the complexity of the document, FHWA extended the public comment period
30-days.

Comment — We request that you extend the comment period for the DEIS by 60
days.

Response — See response to comment C-51.1

Comment — We request that you extend the comment period for the DEIS by 60
days.

Response — See response to comment C-51.1
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Jean Binyon — Sierra  C-54.1
Club, Utah Chapter

Nina Dougherty and C-55.1
Mark Clemens —

Sierra Club, Utah

Chapter

C-55.2

April 2005

Comments and
Coordination

Alternatives,
Environmental
Consequences

Alternatives

8.0

2.0,4.0

2.0

Comment — We request that you extend the comment period for the DEIS by 60
days.

Response — See response to comment C-51.1

Comment — Many of our members in the state, as well as others from around the
country, travel to and camp, hike, and enjoy the magnificent beauty, peace, quiet,
and clean air in Zion National Park. All of these members would be impacted by
sprawled development, lack of access to transit, air pollution, and unnecessary
water and energy use resulting from construction of a freeway near the boundary of
Zion National Park. The area for which the freeway is proposed is not just anywhere
in the United States. It is, after all, the corridor leading up to one of the world’s most
beautiful and inspiring parks. In the immediate area where the freeway would be,
instead of “physical constraints,” we see fascinating, colorful geological features
and fragile soils with significant plant populations.

Response — The proposed Southern Corridor project at the 2800 West Alternative
connection with SR 9 is about 14 miles by air and 25 miles by road from the
boundary of Zion National Park. Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, details
the impacts to the environmental resources in the project area.

Comment — The allegedly crucial regional transportation facility can wait until after
2010. It's difficult to avoid the conclusion that a specific new highway was the a
priori [decided before the analysis] preference for UDOT, FHWA, and city planners,
and the purpose and need of a regional transportation facility were manufactured to
dictate the outcome. After spending quite possibly $300,000,000 for this highway,
the residents of Washington County will, according to the traffic model employed,
enjoy a whopping 7.7% decrease in their travel times versus the No-Build
Alternative by the year 2030. Why would the public realize so little benefit from such
a substantial expenditure?

Response — The primary purpose of the Southern Corridor is to provide a regional
transportation facility between St. George, Washington City, and Hurricane that
would complement local land use plans. It's also intended to reduce some traffic on
existing and future roadways. Because the project’s primary purpose is not to
reduce existing congestion but to provide a regional connection, and given the small
travel distance in the region, the project would not result in a large decrease in
travel time in the region. In addition, Table 2.1-3, Build versus No-Build VMT, VHT,
and Average Speed (Capacity Constrained), considers travel time on all roads in
the region (St. George, Washington City, and Hurricane), many of which would not
be affected by the Southern Corridor.
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11-116

C-55.3

Alternatives

20

Comment —The purpose and need section assumes there will not be a much-
enhanced transit system from what currently exists. The assumptions on transit
need to be changed and a seriously enhanced transit system, with all the things that
make it work, examined. The travel model did not use mode split capability. Since
the current transit system is so limited, it would be useful to use the mode choices
from other national park border cities that do have a good transit system. We are
also dealing with a large senior citizen population in the St. George area. This
population may be more interested in transit use than younger people. Assumption
of a well-used, much-enhanced transit system would certainly change the

presumed need for the proposed freeway.

Response — The purpose and need addresses existing and expected future
conditions. Potential transit alternatives are analyzed in Chapter 2, Alternatives. The
transit system analyzed was based on known conditions in the St. George area. As
discussed in Section 2.1.1.3, Mass Transit, the only types of transit that could serve
the future growth would be rail, which could provide access, or buses, which would
require new roads like the Southern Corridor to provide access to future
development. The St. George area in 2030 would not have the densities, population
base, or centralized business district to support a rail system. The purpose and
need has been updated with the most recent information regarding bus service in
the project area. Cities that border national parks have transit because there is a
specific end destination (the national park) that lends itself to mass transit. Since
there is no one end point in the St. George area, mass transit is more difficult.
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April 2005

C-55.4

Alternatives

2.0

Comment — Need for Smart Growth Alternative. The Smart Growth description
should be analyzed as an alternative, not just provided as an information piece
about what it is possible to achieve. The DEIS catalogues in Table 6.5-1 the many
advantages of smart growth: more open space, 35% less water used, fewer vehicle-
miles traveled, and less air pollution. Then the DEIS proceeds to ignore that
analysis as though it's a mirage. It's not. All the build alternatives use VMTs that are
either identical to, or insignificantly different from (Alternatives A and D differ by
1%), the VMTSs the DEIS describes in Table 6.5-1 as the result of conventional
development through the year 2030. It is imperative for the disclosure and
consultation purposes NEPA requires for a rigorous smart growth alternative to be
included in this analysis. The smart growth alternative should be further enhanced
with a robust transit system, since more compact residences make a well-used
transit system more possible.

Response — See response to comment C-32.3. The Smart Growth chapter of the
EIS was developed with FHWA, EPA, UDOT, and the local cities. The City of St.
George has developed many of these principles in their most recent land use plan,
which has been included in the EIS.

NEPA requires that all reasonable alternatives be considered that meet the purpose
and need of the project. The alternatives are based on current land use plans and
growth projects provided by state and local governments and represent 2030
conditions. Decisions regarding future land uses are outside the authority of FHWA
and UDOT. To develop a separate smart growth alternative without considering
local planning would be speculative and could not be implemented without the
approval of the local governments. The local governments have provided in their
current land use plans the projected future uses.
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11-118

C-55.5

Alternatives

2.0

Comment — The DEIS Analyzes an Inadequate Range of Alternatives. The principal
difference among the three action alternatives is an insignificant distance between
the termini on State Route 9. Alternative D terminates approximately 1.1 road miles
(as measured along State Route 9) from Alternative A which itself terminates at a
point only 1.3 road miles from the terminus of Alternative E. In addition to sharing
exactly the same route for what appears to be 75 to 80% of their lengths—the
analysis does not appear to provide that datum—all the build alternatives use
exactly the same design standards and right-of-way.

Response — See Chapter 2, Alternatives. Alignment options were developed in
coordination with the local cities, BLM, and USFWS. Various alignment options
were considered; however, because of the topography, purpose of being consistent
with local land use plans, and need to avoid environmental resource areas, the final
alignment options in specific areas were limited. With the large mesas, bluffs, and
washes in the project area, topography was one of the major limiting factors.

See response to comment C-55.6 regarding the right-of-way width.
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C-55.6 Alternatives 2.0 Comment — Right-of-Way Width Alternatives. All the build alternatives are designed

to identical specifications as shown in Figure 2-3. The right-of-way is at least 300
feet wide as shown in the figure (although one finds on p. 4-37 the confusing
observation that the right-of-way is 328 feet wide); presumably the right-of-way is
even wider still at interchanges. And along the fairly extensive segment where the
Southern Corridor would be paralleled by a frontage road, the cumulative corridor
might be as wide as 350 to 400 feet. Assuming a total right-of-way for highway and
frontage road of 380 feet, such a monster would consume approximately 45 acres
for every mile of highway. We're perplexed that given the DEIS’s acknowledgement
that 6.2 acres of bearclaw poppy habitat in the White Dome would be consumed by
the alignment of all the build alternatives, no mitigation or alternative is even
considered. Reduction or elimination of the 60-foot-wide median, or shifting the
entire alignment south, suggest themselves as possibilities. Why weren't these
possibilities included as an alternative?

Response — All of the alternatives provided the same level of capacity, which results
in a similar typical section as shown in Figure 2-4, Typical Section. The dimension
shown on page 4-37 appears to be the result of a conversion error between U.S.
standard units and metric units and will be corrected to read 300 feet.

Figure 2-4 shows the requirements for the 300-foot right-of-way. The right-of-way
was developed following UDOT standards for rural highways which accounts for
safety requirements. The 60-foot median is required by current UDOT and FHWA
standards to provide a safe “clear zone” area between the two directions of travel.
Although a reduced median with a center barrier may slightly reduce the amount of
bearclaw poppy habitat taken in the White Dome area, it would increase the
potential for accidents with cars that may come into contact with the barrier. A study
conducted for UDOT indicated that the average total accident rate is 1.29 accidents
per million vehicle-miles traveled for a roadway with a narrow median that requires
a barrier and 0.67 accidents per million vehicle-miles traveled for a wide median
without a barrier. A narrow median with a barrier results in a 92% increase in
accidents. In addition, to maintain a consistent driver expectancy of highway
conditions, FHWA recommends keeping the right-of-way width consistent from one
mile to the next. Because of the decrease in driver safety, a narrower right-of-way
was not carried forward for detailed analysis.
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11-120

C-55.7

Alternatives

2.0

The Southern Corridor is not developing frontage roads throughout the length of the
project. The potential indirect impacts of other development that may occur in the
Dixie area including new roads were analyzed in the cumulative impact sections of
the EIS. In the cumulative impact analysis, it was assumed that all private and state
land would be developed and threatened and endangered species habitat on this
land would be lost. Mitigation for impacts to threatened and endangered species
from the Southern Corridor has been included in the EIS.

See response to comment C-36.8 regarding moving the alternative alignment to
avoid threatened and endangered species habitat.

Comment — No-Build Alternative Improperly Analyzed. The analysis of the No-Build
Alternative improperly considers only the potential disadvantages of the alternative.
At Table 4.0-1 the DEIS shows 400 acres of new or expanded roadways for the No-
Build Alternative versus 150 acres for each of the build alternatives. Presumably the
difference of 250 acres is accounted for by the list of four new or expanded roads
on p. 2-23 that would be developed only under the No-Build Alternative. Yet the
reader searches Table 2.1-1 in vain for these new roads that would be added under
the No-Build Alternative. How can one realistically evaluate the levels of service in
2030, as this table purports to do, without this information? At p. 4-20 one reads, “It
is likely that expanding the arterial system would further increase congestion.” This
sentence appears to be the only place at which the DEIS even deals with this
question, and one need scarcely add this is not a quantitative analysis. Were these
new or expanded roads even included in the traffic modeling?

Response — The No-Build Alternative modeling included all roads in the local long-
range plan. In addition to the roads noted in the long-range plan, excluding the
Southern Corridor, the No-Build scenario developed for this EIS included the roads
that would be needed if the Southern Corridor were not built to meet local land use
plans. This network was developed in coordination with the local cities without
considering the need to meet the purpose and need of building a regional road
between St. George, Washington City, and Hurricane (which would require a project
like the Southern Corridor). Because the primary purpose of the Southern Corridor
is to provide a regional transportation facility between St. George, Washington City,
and Hurricane that would complement local land use plans, a No-Build network
would not meet this need; therefore, modeling these roads that were developed
outside the long-range plan for purposes of showing LOS would not provide any
pertinent information for the decision-making process. In addition, the No-Build
network was developed to meet future land use plans, not to reduce LOS.
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C-55.8 Air Quality Impacts 4.8 Comment — Impacts on Zion National Park Insufficiently Analyzed. There is little
mention and virtually no impact analysis of the proposed freeway and resultant
probable increased sprawl and air pollution on nearby Zion National Park. This is a
very important national park that belongs to all of us, not just the people who may
want to live in a low-density, auto-dependent fashion near Zion National Park.
There needs to be a very serious study of the impact of this freeway and attendant
low-density development on Zion National Park where there has been an excellent
attempt to increase mobility and decrease pollution.

Response — The proposed Southern Corridor would be about 14 air miles and 25
road miles from Zion National Park. The primary potential for impacts to Zion
National Park would be to air visibility resulting from air pollution. These potential
impacts are analyzed in Section 4.8, Air Quality Impacts. The EIS notes the
potential for reduction in air quality at Zion National Park that could be caused by
regional growth. It is stated in the EIS that the Southern Corridor would result in
some changes to land use and may affect where growth occurs; however, the
overall regional increase in population that would cause much of the air pollution
would occur with or without the Southern Corridor. The Western Region Air
Partnership has been established to address visibility issues at Zion National Park.

C-55.9 Environmental 4.0 Comment — The Cumulative Impacts Analysis Is Inadequate — Major Federal
Consequences Projects. At least three major federal projects are being considered in Washington

County: Reference Post 13 Interchange, the replacement airport for St. George,
and the Southern Corridor. The Southern Corridor DEIS at least makes reference to
the other projects; obviously, therefore, these projects qualify as reasonably
foreseeable future actions. This DEIS would be the appropriate document in which
to undertake such an analysis. An example of the failure of the DEIS to provide a
cumulative analysis of all these federal projects is found in the discussion of
cumulative impacts to air quality on p. 4-46: “Overall, the growth in the area by the
2030 planning period would likely be the same with or without the Southern
Corridor.” What we need to know—and the DEIS fails to give us—is how much
different growth and air quality would be without the RP 13 Interchange, the
proposed replacement airport, and the Southern Corridor.

Response — If the proposed projects noted in the comment were not built (including
the Southern Corridor), this would change the location of where developments
would occur. However, as noted in the comment, regional growth would still occur.
This EIS does analyze the potential cumulative impacts from this expected regional
growth. The cumulative impact analysis as required by NEPA should analyze the
proposed project with other reasonable future actions. NEPA does not require an
EIS to include an analysis of not building other projects in the region.
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C-55.10 Environmental 4.0
Consequences
C-55.11 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species

Comment — Cumulative Impact of Highway and Growth. The highway will likely
induce increased auto dependence and sprawl, which will increase water, land, and
energy consumption. All factors of this cumulative impact need to be analyzed.

Response — The expected growth that would influence these resource areas would
occur with or without the Southern Corridor (see response to comment C-55.8). The
highway itself would not increase water, land, or energy consumption; this would be
associated with regional growth. Chapter 6, Smart Growth, notes the projected
resource use as a result of current growth patterns and the benefits to resource use
from implementing smart growth principles.

Comment — Bearclaw Poppy Habitat. In addition to this generalized failure of the
cumulative impacts analysis, the DEIS fails to properly account for the cumulative
impact of the Southern Corridor and the proposed frontage road in St. George on
bearclaw poppy habitat. The authors of the DEIS are sufficiently aware of the plans
of the City of St. George to build a frontage road along its segment of the Southern
Corridor to include it on the map denominated Figure 2-7; however, in the
description of the impacts of the Southern Corridor on p. 4-87 and p. 4-89, no
mention is made of the frontage road. On p. 4-87, one reads, “Approximately one
poppy and 6.2 acres of habitat would be within the ROW at White Dome.” This
discussion must disclose the cumulative impacts of all plans related to the Southern
Corridor on endangered species at White Dome and elsewhere.

Response — The cumulative analysis for proposed threatened and endangered
plant species does not specifically mention every road that is likely to impact these
species. Plus, since the exact location of these roads is not known, it would be
speculative to give specific amounts of habitat affected. However, these projects
are included in the 37% of poppy habitat on state and private land addressed in the
cumulative impact analysis as being developed. Although not all of this land is
expected to be developed, it was assumed for the analysis that all 2,484 acres of
state and private land would be developed. The results of the analysis note that,
with the loss of this habitat, the existence of the species could be threatened.
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April 2005

C-55.12 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-55.13 Threatened and 4,14
Endangered

Species

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Violation of the Endangered Species Act. The common alignment
violates the Endangered Species Act. Although the State of Utah Dwarf Bear Claw
Poppy Recovery Plan was approved in 1983 and the USFWS approved a recovery
plan in 1985, no significant funding or effort has been implemented by either agency
to protect and recover the species. The population trend for the poppy has been
downward in recent years, and additional habitat has been lost. In light of these
agency failures, any further loss of poppy habitat in the White Dome area is
unacceptable. At least one alignment alternative should move further south to avoid
poppy habitat entirely.

Response — See response to comment C-32.2 regarding the violation of the
Endangered Species Act. Previous funding requirements for the poppy are outside
the scope of this EIS. Any mitigation required for the Southern Corridor project will
be funded as part of the construction phase. See response to comment C-36.8
regarding moving the alternative alignment to avoid threatened and endangered
species habitat.

Comment — The measures to protect endangered plants from the destruction of
habitat and taking of individual plants caused by the Southern Corridor are all in the
conditional mode. On p. 4-89, one reads, “In addition, the Warner Ridge population
could be protected by the Southern Corridor by limiting interchanges and reducing
OHYV access between the Redhawk subdivision and Washington Dam Road.” One
could just as easily present the counterargument that the highway itself will bring
additional traffic into the area from which additional OHV pressure on habitat will
result. One also reads on p. 4- 89, “Fencing White Dome has already been
proposed in the Washington County Habitat Conservation Plan and is the
recommended mitigation for maintaining poppy habitat.” It is not satisfactory to
substitute pious palaver for an actual plan, and to describe these vague wishes as
“active conservation (mitigation) measures” as the DEIS does on p. 4-87 is
inaccurate.

Response — The EIS notes that the expected regional growth that would occur with
or without the Southern Corridor would increase pressure on sensitive plant
species. However, BLM believes that the highway would allow them to better
control access to the Warner Ridge area independent of increasing or decreasing
recreational use. No interchanges would be placed in the most critical areas of
Warner Ridge. Fencing White Dome is not part of the mitigation for this project, but
is mentioned as one of the proposed plans to be implemented in the area. The
Southern Corridor mitigation would consist of purchasing and protecting in-kind
habitat for that lost as a result of the project.

11-123



Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

Commenter and
Affiliation

Comment

Number Resource Area EIS Section

Comment/Response

Cynthia Cody — EPA

11-124

C-55.14 Section 4(f) 5.0

C-56.1 Smart Growth 6.0

C-56.2 Environmental 4.0

Consequences

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Inadequate 4(f)/6(f) Analysis. The sections 4(f)/6(f) evaluation is
inadequate. White Dome was designated an ACEC by Governor Scott Matheson on
3 February 1984. Nowhere in Chapter 5 is the significance of this designation
considered for qualification of White Dome under section 4(f).

Response — An ACEC is a BLM designation. Since White Dome is on land owned
by the State of Utah, it cannot be a federally designated ACEC. The letter from
Governor Scott Matheson was reviewed which does include White Dome being
listed as a state ACEC. Using the description of the ACEC boundary provided by
the State, the Southern Corridor is outside of the state-designated ACEC boundary.

Comment — We would like to make it clear that the greatest impacts associated with
this highway project are the indirect and cumulative impacts associated with the
growth surrounding a new highway alignment. It is therefore very important that the
information in Chapter 6 on Smart Growth be circulated and shared with interested
parties in the community.

Response — The Smart Growth chapter has been included in the EIS to provide this
information to the public and other interested parties. In addition, UDOT and FHWA
have been providing the information to the local planners through the established
Southern Corridor Committee.

Comment — BLM Right-of-Way. The DEIS states that this document will be adopted
by BLM to fulfill BLM's NEPA compliance requirements pertaining to a right-of-way
(ROW) grant across public lands for this project (see page 1-1). We do not think the
appropriate analysis has been done for NEPA compliance for the BLM ROW.
Section 4.12.2 on Wildlife Habitat contains a statement that BLM will manage
suitable public land habitats for recovery or reestablishment of native populations
through collaborative planning; however, information on how that will be
accomplished is missing. Section 4.3.8.2 states that the greatest impact of this
project would be use of the undeveloped desert and sensitive environmental areas
as the population increases. How this impact will be managed is not addressed in
this document.

Response — A meeting was held with BLM to discuss management of land adjacent
to the Southern Corridor. The St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan
provides details on how BLM will manage resources in the project area including
impacts from growth and development. BLM has indicated that the objectives in the
plan are general enough to adequately capture the management necessary for the
Southern Corridor and expected growth. More details regarding specific
management objectives are included in Appendix J.
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C-56.3 Environmental 4.0 Comment — We suggest that 1) A map be included in the document of the BLM

Consequences lands and the ROW; 2) If the St. George Field Office Resource Management Plan
includes this proposed ROW, the impacts and management measures should be
disclosed or addressed in this document. If not, an additional NEPA document or an
amendment should be done. At a minimum, it should address impacts from
increased OHYV traffic, increased recreational use from the increasing population
and access, species of concern and how they will be protected, and management
options for providing a barrier to these lands to reduce these impacts. For this
document to be used as the NEPA document for the BLM ROW, significant
additional information, with opportunity for public comment, will have to be added. If
this is not modified, the statement on page 1-1 should be taken out, and a separate
NEPA document prepared for the BLM ROW, but that would not be the streamlined
approach.

Response — Figure 3-1, Existing Land Use and Land Administration within 1 Mile of
the Alternatives, shows BLM, state, and private land administration. The Resource
Management Plan does mention the Southern Corridor project, but does not
provide details regarding a specific alignment and instead provides details on how
BLM will generally administer their publicly owned land. This information has been
included in the EIS. This EIS provides specific information regarding the impacts of
the Southern Corridor on BLM-administered public land. The associated growth in
the region and the increased pressure that this growth might have on BLM-
administered public land will occur with or without the Southern Corridor. The EIS
has been modified to include more information regarding impacts to BLM-
administered public land.

C-56.4 Purpose and Need, 1.8,4.0 Comment — At the outset of this project, BLM indicated an interest in using the
Environmental Southern Corridor as a barrier to sensitive public lands. We recommended that this
Consequences would be an appropriate additional purpose for this project. This purpose was not

included and the scope of analysis did not address impacts on BLM land. In
particular, the placement of interchanges may have an impact on BLM land.
Alternatives with these impacts in mind could have been addressed.

Response — Although providing a barrier to sensitive land was not a purpose of the
project, it was mentioned in Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need for Action, as a benefit
of the project, and the alignment was placed along some sensitive plant habitat to
act as a barrier. Because the Southern Corridor would result in direct impacts to the
environment and the alignment could not be shifted to protect all sensitive areas, it
would not be reasonable for the highway to be used as a barrier along its entire
length or included as a purpose of the project. In addition, there is one planned
development that will occur on the south side of the highway.

An analysis of interchange locations has been added to the Final EIS.
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C-56.5 Alternatives

C-56.6 Alternatives, Smart

Growth

C-56.7 Alternatives

11-126

2.0

2.0,6.0

20

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Preferred and Environmentally Preferred Alternatives. FHWA did not
select a preferred alternative, nor did they define an environmentally preferred
alternative. When a preferred alternative is not selected in the DEIS, per EPA
policy, we rate all alternatives. In the Final EIS, we recommend that FHWA
determine which of the alternatives is the environmentally preferred alternative.
According to CEQ’s policy, FHWA must select a preferred alternative in the Final
EIS and an environmentally preferred alternative in the ROD [Record of Decision]. If
FHWA does not select an environmentally preferred alternative, EPA can
recommend one at the DEIS stage. The three build alternatives are so similar that it
would be hard to select one over the other two. However, if protection of BLM land
were included with one of the alternatives, EPA would likely consider this the
environmentally preferred alternative.

Response — Comment noted. A preferred alternative will be provided in the Final
EIS and an environmentally preferred alternative in the ROD.

Comment — General Alternatives Comment. The three build alternatives are very
similar. It would have been helpful for comparison to have an alternative that
incorporates smart growth principles as a reasonable alternative to the three
Southern Corridor build alternatives.

Response — Comment noted. A comparison of the current conventional
development and a smart growth option is provided in Chapter 6, Smart Growth.
Also see the response to comment C-32.3.

Comment — Section 2.2. Ten potential interchanges are included in the analysis of
each alternative. This is one feature of a new alignment in which alternatives
(number and location) can significantly affect the indirect and cumulative impacts
from growth and increased VMT. We understand that FHWA will not be making the
decisions on number and location of interchanges. It is important for comparison
purposes, however. It would have been helpful to analyze various scenarios of
interchanges for their impacts. This analysis would be helpful to planners who are
considering the information in Chapter 6 in how to develop the areas adjacent to the
highway. (See Section 4.1.1.2 [comment C-56.15] for additional comment on this.)

Response — Although the exact location of interchanges has not been determined,
an analysis of the impacts from potential locations has been added to Section 4.1,
Land Use Impacts. This analysis includes where interchanges and development
should not occur.
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C-56.8 Air Quality, Water 4.8,4.12
Body Modifications
and Wildlife
Impacts

C-56.9 Alternatives, Smart 2.0, 6.0
Growth

Comment — Table 2.1-3 shows that the average trip length measured in hours
decreases but that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and speed increase. This tells us
that drivers will be going faster over longer distances, which may have an impact on
wildlife/vehicle collisions and potentially air emissions. As VMT goes up, so
potentially do air toxic emissions and NOy. Please disclose these impacts in the
document.

Response — Potential NOx emissions were analyzed based on regional VMT and
overall speeds in Table 4.8.2, Estimated Regional Emissions for Highway Vehicles,
Highway Network Totals for St. George/Hurricane/Washington County in 2030. This
table also includes information on PMyg, CO, SO,, and VOCs. Potential
wildlife/vehicle collisions were addressed in Section 4.12.4, Indirect Impacts on
Wildlife. Because of the nature of the habitat quality and the low density of any one
species, no adverse impacts to the population size of any one species are expected
in the project area.

Comment — Section 2.1.1.3, Mass Transit. It is worthwhile to note that although the
area is not suited to mass transit now, there are ways to plan for the growth that
would allow for a viable mass transit system (i.e., buses and vans in this area) in
the future. These could be outlined for future planning.

Response — A section has been added to Chapter 6, Smart Growth, regarding
measures that the cities can implement to improve transit ridership and reduce
vehicle use. A reference to this section was added to Section 2.1.1.3, Mass Transit.
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C-56.10 Alternatives,
Environmental
Consequences

C-56.11 Comparison of
Alternatives

11-128

2.0,4.0

2.4

Comment — Section 2.2.1, No-Build Alternative. We commend you on the work
done to develop and analyze the no-build scenario. It is noted on page 2-22 that all
the road improvements associated with the no-build would be included in the build
alternatives also. It is not clear, however, whether these impacts were factored into
the analysis of the build alternatives as they were in the No-Build Alternative. If the
improved road system was not factored into the build alternatives, the analysis
should be revised to reflect this.

Response — The roads currently in the long-range plan are included in both the No-
Build and build alternatives. The roads improvements detailed in Table 2.2-2,
Comparison of No-Build and Build Alternatives 2030 Road Network, would occur
only under the No-Build Alternative as a result of the Southern Corridor not being
built.

The cumulative impact analysis in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences,
considers the impacts associated with growth in the region, which includes both
development and associated roads planned for the area. For example, the
cumulative impact analysis for threatened and endangered species includes the
acreage that would likely be developed (including roads) in the future. These road
projects are not part of the Southern Corridor project, and therefore a site-specific
detailed analysis is not required.

Comment — Table 2.4-1, Comparison of Environmental Impacts. We recommend
that the text under the water quality resource category of this table include the
amount of impervious surface that will be needed for each alternative, and that this
be one of the impacts that is considered in designating the environmentally
preferred alternative. In the water body modification resource category, it is not
clear whether the acreage for the build alternatives includes the acreage from the
No-Build Alternative, given the comment above that roads built for the no-build will
probably be built with the build alternatives as well.

Response — Text has been added to Table 2.4-1 regarding the increase in
impervious surfaces. The acreage provided is for the specific impacts associated
with the Southern Corridor. The other road acreage not part of the Southern
Corridor would be associated with indirect impacts; this information has been added
to Section 4.12, Water Body Modification and Wildlife Impacts. See response to
comment C-56.10.
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April 2005

C-56.12 Affected 3.0

Environment

C-56.13 Environmental 4.0

Consequences

C-56.14 Land Use 4.1

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — It would be helpful to have just a paragraph on how this area fits into
the Colorado Plateau, the ecosystem in which it lies. The Colorado Plateau, one of
the most ecologically diverse areas in the world, is undergoing profound economic
and demographic transformation. Extensive growth and impacts from expanded
tourism are having an impact on the fragile natural and cultural resources in the
area. Because of the nature of the ecosystem, the fragility of desert ecosystems,
and the cultural resources, recovery from these impacts is slow and in some cases
may never occur. This information may explain the big picture and why it is so
necessary to protect the BLM lands in the project area.

Response — Washington County lies within two geologic/physiographic provinces,
and between these is a transition zone. The eastern province is the Colorado
Plateau, which makes up the eastern third of Washington County. The western
province is the Great Basin, which makes up the western two-thirds of Washington
County. In the general area of the Southern Corridor, the native plants and wildlife
are typical of those associated with the Mojave Desert. BLM felt that such a
paragraph would confuse the reader with data outside the specific study area.

Comment — Table 4.0-1. Given the statement made in Chapter 2 that the roadway
improvements for the No-Build Alternative would likely be built for the build
alternatives also, this table does not make sense. The additional acreage for “other
major local roadways developed” should be similar for all four alternatives.

Response — The information in Table 4.0-1, Acres of New Roadways, No-Build and
Build Alternatives, includes the number of acres of new or improved roadway
required if the Southern Corridor is not built (the No-Build Alternative). If the
Southern Corridor were not built, about 400 acres of new or improved roads would
be required. If the Southern Corridor were built, about 150 acres of new or improved
roads would be required. The 250 additional acres required under the No-Build
Alternative would be needed to provide the lost access of the Southern Corridor.
The EIS text has been revised to clarify this.

Comment — Section 4.1, Land Use Impacts. This is one of the best land use
impacts chapters we have seen in a transportation EIS. There is a great deal of
information in here on the differences in the development that will occur between
the build and no-build scenarios that should be important to local planners.

Response — Comment noted.
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C-56.15 Land Use

C-56.16 Land Use

11-130

4.1

4.1

Comment — Section 4.1.1.2, Indirect Impacts of Interchange Number and Locations.
The document states that 10 interchanges have been initially identified by the cities
to satisfy expected development. The section explains that the placement and
number of interchanges can have an impact on the environment, but does not
analyze the differences at all. While we agree with this section, it is not clear that
any environmental analysis will be done before interchanges ultimately will be
selected. As stated earlier, a comparison of scenarios on impacts from placement
and number of interchanges would be helpful. We are uncertain that this analysis
will be done at a later date and believe that the interchange impacts are indirect
impacts of this project which should be analyzed. This information is needed by
land use planners who may not get this information if it is not done here as well as
to protect the BLM land.

Response — See response to comment C-56.7.

Comment — Table 4.1-1, Cumulative Land Use Impacts. This section contains some
really good information on acres developed. It states that about 27,700 acres have
been developed and 309,300 acres are available for future development. The
question remains whether those acres available for future development can be
developed in a way that minimizes future environmental impacts. Is there a way to
develop sustainably so that the environmental impacts are reduced? This section
refers to Chapter 6 on Smart Growth. We would suggest adding information on how
many acres in fact can be left undeveloped under a smart growth scenario, from
Table 6.5-1, or in fact putting the whole table in this section, as well as in Chapter 6,
for emphasis on the environmental benefits of sustainable development.

Response — The total acres available for development in the county are about
225,300, not 309,300 as stated in the comment. These 225,300 acres include the
84,700 acres of urbanized area noted in the table. Information on land use from the
smart growth option was included in the land use section in Table 4.1-2,
Comparison of Alternative Plan and Current South Block Framework Plan, 2030.
The table includes the information regarding open space/wildlife habitat under the
smart growth option.
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C-56.17 Recreation

Resources

C-56.18 Air Quality

C-56.19 Air Quality

April 2005

4.3.8

4.8

4.8

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Section 4.3.8. This section makes it apparent how important a barrier
will be if the Southern Corridor is built. Again, a commitment from BLM on
management of these lands or additional information on the impacts to BLM land
from this project is necessary in this document. In particular, the Warner Ridge
ACEC, which the document states may be potentially limited given the bearclaw
poppy habitat, may need special management considerations. There is reference to
use of the Southern Corridor as a barrier, but no BLM commitments in the
document. Special measures from FHWA in constructing the highway (e.g. [for
example], highway design as barrier or interchanges) could also be looked at in the
document. The mitigation measures are inadequate to reduce impacts to the
undeveloped desert and sensitive environmental areas as the population increases.

Response — See response to comment C-56.2.

Comment — Section 4.8, Air Quality Impacts. The air quality impact analysis done
for this project is very good. The description of methodology is appreciated.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — Sections 3.8.2 and 4.8.5, Air Impacts to Zion. It is not clear why the
Zion National Park visibility data from the northwest boundary of the park noted in
the DEIS was not presented in addressing cumulative impacts and impacts in Class
| areas. The Zion monitoring location is much closer than the Bryce Canyon data
that was presented. This is a significant issue as the cumulative impacts of high
growth in the St. George area and transport from Las Vegas will have an increasing
impact on visibility in the Class | area of Zion National Park.

Response — As noted in the DEIS (page 3-30), visibility data are extremely limited
for the Zion National Park area. At the time of the DEIS, only one year of visibility
data was available from a monitor at the northwest corner of the park adjacent to
I-15. One year of monitoring data is insufficient to establish a visibility baseline or to
suggest visibility trends in the park. The only available trend data were for Bryce
Canyon National Park.
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C-56.20 Air Quality 4.8 Comment — Section 4.8.2, Construction Emissions. The 2002 and 2003 estimated

PMyo for construction emissions is 697 and 630 tons/year respectively. The DEIS
states that “This change is too small to have a major effect, and there would be no
long-term effects because the emissions would be temporary.” However, the DEIS
states that one phase of construction is expected to last 4 years, which we would
not consider short term. While the estimated construction PM is “less than 5% of the
baseline” PM1o emissions from construction for the entire county, it is significant
when all 5% is concentrated in one corridor.

For comparison purposes, the vehicular highway PM;, emissions estimate for all of
Washington County is approximately 766 tons/year. At 697 tons/year for
construction in 2002, the corridor construction emissions will nearly double the
highway PM1o emissions for the entire region for the years that construction takes
place, and all 697 tons will be concentrated in one corridor. Construction mitigation
measures are appropriate. The extremely dry climate and unpaved areas are likely
to create a construction scenario that will produce huge amounts of dust in addition
to the large amounts of PM;o emissions associated with diesel-powered
construction equipment. Significant mitigation including dust suppression, truck
washing, street sweeping, equipment idling restrictions, on-road grade diesel fuel,
alternative fuels (biodiesel), and emission-controlled equipment should be
considered.

Response — As noted in the DEIS, Washington County is an attainment area for all
priority pollutants. As a result, a federal air quality conformity determination is not
required for the proposed project. Nonetheless, according to federal conformity
regulations (40 CFR Part 93, Subpart A Section 93.152—Determining Conformity of
General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans), projects are
considered “regionally significant actions” if they result in direct and indirect
emissions that represent 10% or more of a non-attainment or maintenance area’s
emission inventory for that pollutant.

PMio emissions in Washington County are approximately 10,587 tons per year
(Table 3.8-4, 1994 Project Area Existing Emissions, in the DEIS); therefore, even if
Washington County were a non-attainment or maintenance area (Washington
County is in an attainment area), the estimated PM;, construction emissions (697
tons per year) would be less than 10% of the regional emission inventory. Thus, if
the project was covered under General Conformity rules, it would not be considered
regionally significant.

Additional construction-related mitigation has been added to the EIS.
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C-56.21 Air Quality 4.8 Comment — Section 4.8.3.2, Emission Modeling. In the emission modeling using
Mobile 5b and CAL3QHC it appears that a free-flow speed of 70 mph was used. For
the segment analyzed, Table 2.1[-1] shows LOS D. It is not clear whether a) the 70
mph free-flow speed was used; and b) the 70 mph free-flow is representative of
LOS D. If LOS D is not a 70 mph free flow, the estimated maximum 8-hour average
CO concentrations in Table 8.4-4 would be higher. As the estimated concentrations
grow closer to the NAAQS, it may be necessary for the UDEQ to consider a
monitoring program in the future.

We have enclosed information used by EPA Regions 9 and 10 on construction
mitigation options. Many of these are applicable here.

Response — As noted in the DEIS (page 4-43), an average speed of 65 mph was
used to estimate CO emission rates with the MOBILESb model because that is the
upper speed limit allowable by the model. In addition, the highest-volume traffic
segment was used to model CO emissions; therefore the modeled scenario was
conservative (that is, the worst case). In addition, MOBILE5Sb emission rates
generally decrease from the upper speed limit of 65 mph to about 45 mph before
increasing again. Therefore, had slower speeds been used in the model, CO
emissions would have been less than those reported in the DEIS. Therefore, the
modeled traffic volumes and speed limits were worst-case conditions and did not
violate the applicable air quality standards. We have added additional mitigation
measures, but many of those measures were developed for an urban area where
local populations are adjacent to the project. Most of the Southern Corridor is in an
undeveloped area with no nearby sensitive receptors.

C-56.22 Noise 4.9 Comment — Section 4.9.4, Cumulative Noise Impacts. This section should include a
noise evaluation from the updated St. George airport environmental assessment. In
addition, this section should discuss the noise impacts to Zion National Park from all
the growth in the area, as well as the new highway and airport.

Response —The noise contours from the St. George replacement airport
Environmental Assessment were considered in the cumulative impact analysis as
noted in Section 4.9.4, Cumulative Impacts. The results of the analysis concluded
that cumulative noise levels would be similar to those of an urban environment.
Currently, there are no sensitive receptors in the project area that would be
affected. Because the Southern Corridor is about 14 air miles from Zion National
Park, no noise impacts would occur. Most of the regional growth is expected in St.
George, Washington City, and Hurricane, which are not adjacent to the park and
therefore would not increase noise levels. Noise impacts from the replacement
airport on the park are being considered in an EIS being prepared by the Federal
Aviation Administration.
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C-56.23 Water Quality

C-56.24 Water Quality

11-134

4.10

4.10

Comment — Section 4.10, Water Quality Impacts. The water quality section is well
done. There is an excellent discussion of typical highway runoff contaminants, and
a good discussion of Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) and Total Suspended Solids
(TSS). A summary of BMPs to be used during construction and beyond would be
beneficial.

Response — As noted in the EIS, BMPs would be developed under the stipulation of
the UPDES permit. Because the permit has not been issued, exact measures
cannot be determined. However, the EIS has been updated with measures typically
required in the UPDES permit. These BMPs for construction include silt fences,
silting basins, retention ponds, straw bale check dams, and slope drains.
Permanent BMPs after construction would include roadside ditches and retention
basins designed to retain all runoff from a 10-year storm event. In addition, after
construction the disturbed right-of-way would be vegetated with plant species native
to Washington County to be used as vegetative filter strips.

Comment — Section 4.10.2. Although de-icing will be just a once-a-year event, it will
still be necessary to have mitigation measures as de-icing salts will contribute to the
TDS levels, already a TMDL issue in the Virgin River and this area.

Response — The de-icing salts might be used once a year, but in many winters
(including 2002—-2003) no application was required. During any event that requires
the application of de-icing salts, the amount of snow that would cause runoff from
the road is small. It is not expected that one event a year would increase TDS levels
in the Virgin River. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.10.2.2, the project would
include retention of a 10-year storm event, which would minimize any pollutants
from storm water runoff.
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C-56.25 Water Quality 4.10 Comment — Section 4.10.2. The document states that “Of the 87,700 acres of land
available for development, 23,000 would be used for roadways and highways.” The
first number on land available for development is not the same as the number in
Table 4.1-1. Unless we are reading the table wrong, it is the number for the land
available in urbanized areas, but does not include the land available in the county.
Under the No-Build Alternative, this section states that about 250 additional acres of
major roadways would be needed in lieu of the Southern Corridor. Again, it is stated
elsewhere that the roads required for the no-build analysis would be built under the
build scenarios as well. These numbers need to be consistent. It would be helpful to
compare total impervious surface numbers for each of the alternatives in this
section.

Response — The developable land used in the analysis was only the acreage in the
urbanized area, not the county. The Southern Corridor is planned to be built in the
urbanized area of Washington County and therefore that acreage was used. Much
of the other developable land in the county is far removed from the urbanized area
and therefore was not included in the analysis. In addition, most of the growth is
expected to happen in the urbanized areas. The 250 acres are the difference
between the No-Build and build alternatives (see response to comment C-56.13)
and would not be required if the Southern Corridor is built.

C-56.26 Water Quality 4.10 Comment — Section 4.10.2.2, Table 4.10-2. Please explain why TSS values for the
existing (does this mean no-build?) scenario are larger than other alternatives.

Response — Projected TSS values under the build alternatives decrease because
the typical concentrations found in urban storm water runoff are less than the
average background TSS concentrations in the Virgin River. In addition, the
Southern Corridor would pave over areas with high soil erosion potential and further
reduce sediment (TSS) loads to the Virgin River.

C-56.27 Water Quality 4.10 Comment — Section 4.10.2.2, Stormwater. There is a statement to the effect that the
Southern Corridor design would include roadside ditches and detention ponds to
retain all highway stormwater runoff for a 10-year storm event. An agreement or
requirement in effect to require this should be referenced or in place. Please
elaborate on how UDOT will ensure that this will occur.

Response — This measure will be included in the design and is noted as a mitigation
measure. UDOT has a policy to track all mitigation commitments noted in an
environmental document to ensure that they are implemented.
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C-56.28 Water Body 412
Modification and
Wildlife Impacts

C-56.29 Water Body 412
Modification and
Wildlife Impacts

11-136

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Section 4.12.2, Wildlife Habitat. Under the No-Build Alternative, it is
stated that 400 acres of major roadway pavement would be required, about 365 of
which would be new alignment. These numbers are not the same as elsewhere in
the document. And, again, does the analysis for the build alternatives include the
400 acres associated with the No-Build Alternative given that these roads will be
built anyway? It seems that if these numbers are not included for the build
alternatives, the impacts for them are minimized.

Response — See the response to comment C-56.13 regarding the roadway acreage
under the No-Build and build alternatives. The cumulative impact analysis for the
build alternative includes all land expected to be developed, which includes
roadways (about 23,000 acres).

Comment — Section 4.12.3. We submit that habitat fragmentation is a very
important issue with a highway like this and that it is a direct as well as an indirect
impact. The discussion in Section 4.12.4 on habitat fragmentation and roads as a
barrier to wildlife is excellent. However, we believe more measures may be required
to mitigate for this impact. We agree with the statement made that cities will need to
implement land use planning that reduces the amount of area for development and
lessens the habitat fragmentation impact. Development guidelines or agreements
from the cities to address this issue would be appropriate in this document as
mitigation.

Response — Although there are no known movement corridors in the project area,
the Final EIS has been modified to recommend designing bridges to allow for easier
wildlife crossings and/or adding large box culverts at most dry wash crossings for
wildlife. These options would allow wildlife to cross the highway in more places that
might coincide with natural movement patterns. These options are in addition to the
bridge proposed across the Fort Pearce Wash riparian area.
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April 2005

In addressing cumulative impacts, such as the longer-term habitat fragmentation
due to the growth of the St. George urbanized area, the proponent of a project is
responsible for identifying, to the best of their ability, the recent past and future
projects that may reasonably be expected to occur. These projects and the
proposed action are then evaluated as to the magnitude of the cumulative impact
and whether the proposed action contributes to the significance of the cumulative
impact. In the case of the proposed Southern Corridor project, the projected growth
and urbanization in the St. George region are expected to result in cumulative
impacts with or without the proposed action. The impact of the proposed project
would be a minor increase in the cumulative fragmentation of habitat in the St.
George, Washington County, and Arizona Strip region.

As such, it is not appropriate for the proponents of the Southern Corridor project to
obtain from, or provide to, the local cities or the county development guidelines or
agreements as mitigation for the proposed action. These are guidelines and
agreements that the local jurisdictions in conjunction with their jurisdictional
neighbors, BLM and USFS, need to work out. These agreements may also need to
be implemented under the Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) process
in conjunction with USFWS, where the local jurisdictions develop multi-species
habitat conservation areas to protect wildlife movement corridors and sensitive
species habitat areas. Also, text was included in the Draft EIS on how the local
communities could minimize cumulative impacts to wildlife through land use
planning.

It is important to note that the local communities have already developed a multi-
species conservation area in the 62,000-acre Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. One of the
primary objectives of the reserve was to allow development to occur in the areas
south and east of I-15.
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C-56.30 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-56.31 Threatened and 4,14
Endangered

Species

11-138

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Section 4.14.3, Cumulative Impacts to Wildlife. The cumulative impacts
do include growth in the area. This section states that about 6.2 acres of bearclaw
poppy habitat is within the Southern Corridor ROW and would be affected by
construction, about 0.1% of total area habitat. But, the indirect and cumulative
impacts would be much larger. We suggest including the number of acres of
bearclaw poppy that could be affected with the growth in the area, a more important
number. Some of this information may be included in the work being done under the
EPA grant to the City of St. George. It is noted that FHWA and UDOT shifted
alignment of the highway to avoid poppy habitat, but more mitigation may be
required to address the indirect impacts of growth on the poppy. This is something
that can be handled by an agreement with the local responsible agency to minimize
impacts to the poppy (and milkvetch) when considering growth plans on private
lands, or management measures on BLM or other public land.

Response — The number of acres of habitat that could be affected by cumulative
impacts was included in Table 4.14-2, Land Ownership Acres for Holmgren
Milkvetch and Bearclaw Poppy Habitat, in the DEIS. The text in the EIS notes that
all private and state land could be developed, which represents 37% of the
bearclaw poppy and 66% of the Holmgren milkvetch habitat. Recommendations for
minimizing cumulative impacts were included in Section 4.14.3.1. As noted in this
section, through the Southern Corridor process the responsible state and local land
agencies have been conducting surveys of habitat so that plans can be developed
to minimize indirect impacts.

Comment — Section 4.14.3.1, Recommendations for Minimizing Cumulative
Impacts. This is the section where the grant from EPA to the City of St. George
should be mentioned. The work done under the grant should be taken into account
in this analysis. We have not seen the report yet, but my understanding is that if the
plan is implemented, it may reduce expected VMT and protect or minimize impacts
to the bearclaw poppy and milkvetch habitat, but suggests that the Southern
Corridor may be a significant commuting route to jobs. Please read the report when
finalized in mid-June and make sure that results are summarized in this or other
relevant sections.

Response — A summary of the report has been included in the Final EIS.
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C-56.32 Construction 4.19
Impacts

C-56.33 Mitigation 4.23
Summary

C-56.34 Water Body 412
Modification and
Wildlife Impacts

C-56.35 Smart Growth 6.0

Comment — Section 4.19, Construction Impacts. As stated earlier, construction
impacts from this project are not so short-term. An additional impact should be
added to the air quality impacts discussion, impacts from diesel-powered
construction equipment. We have attached the construction mitigation measures
used by Regions 9 and 10 as examples of mitigation which can be used for this
project. We recommend you use them as appropriate.

Response — A detailed discussed of construction-related air quality impacts was
provided in Section 4.8, Air Quality Impacts. A reference in Section 4.19 to the air
quality section was added. In addition, some of the EPA mitigation measures have
been added to Section 4.8.

Comment — Section 4.23, Mitigation Summary. We recommend adding the air
quality construction mitigation measures as well as whatever water quality
additional measures would be required for de-icing and the TMDL, as well as more
mitigation for habitat fragmentation such as agreements or processes by local
governments which will reduce environmental impacts.

Response — Additional mitigation measures for air quality, water quality, and habitat
fragmentation have been added to Table 4.23-1, Mitigation Summary. See the
response to comment C-56.24 regarding de-icing salts.

Comment — Invasive Species. The document contains no information on invasive
species. We do know that in the Colorado Plateau ecosystem, invasive species are
a problem getting a great deal of attention, and that roads are a cause of the
invasive species impact. We do not know whether in this particular area it is an
impact. Please address whether this is an issue, and if so, what measures would be
taken.

Response — Information on invasive species and the measures to reduce these
impacts were provided in Section 4.12.2, Wildlife Habitat. UDOT is committed to
limiting invasive species and to revegetating the area with plant species native to
Washington County.

Comment — Chapter 6 on Smart Growth. As stated before, this chapter is well done.
We continue to believe that it would have been more useful to use this information
to compare the sustainable growth scenario to the no-build and build alternatives on
a few resources or to have more information for consideration of indirect impacts
and mitigation.

Response — Comment noted.
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William H. King and
Tony Frates — Utah
Native Plant Society;
Bob Hoffa — Grand
Canyon Trust; Daniel
R. Patterson — Center
for Biological
Diversity

11-140

C-56.36

C-57.1

Alternatives

Alternatives

2.0

2.0

Comment — Note: It does not appear that the road to the new St. George airport
was taken into account in this DEIS. The EA for the airport clearly stated that the
road impacts would be addressed in this EIS. Please disclose these impacts.

Response — The St. George Airport EA does analyze the impacts of the proposed
city road to the airport from the north but does not consider the Southern Corridor
highway. Currently the airport plan is being revised and an EIS is now being
completed for the airport. Because the airport plan is being revised, the exact
location of the airport road is not known. In discussions with the Federal Aviation
Administration, the road will be analyzed in the St. George Replacement Airport
EIS.

Note: On July 9, 2003, these commenters submitted a revised version of their
original comments from May 30, 2003. This FEIS includes only the revised version
of their comments.

Comment — The DEIS Assumes Status Quo and Fails to Take into Account Trends
and Recent Events. The DEIS fails to take into account current and recent events
that could result in a slowdown in the St. George area population growth and needs
to be re-evaluated in the light of such things as 9-11, terrorism, wars, recession,
hanta virus, and SARS [severe acute respiratory syndromel].

The airline industry is severely depressed with many of the major carriers near
bankruptcy and shows few signs of recovery in a post—9-11 world; this road is being
built primarily to service an airport that could actually show a decline in usage. The
DEIS fails to acknowledge the trend towards broad acceptance of mass transit
across the country and what role it may play in St. George, assuming energy
consumption will stay like it is even as the American energy system is nearing a
stage of crisis in terms of available fossil fuels. Tourism may not play the role in the
future that it has in the past. The building of the new St. George airport, which the
Southern Corridor will serve, could be postponed.

St. George is not an industrial city and has very little industry base. The DEIS
acknowledges a lack of a centralized business district. The population of St. George
has always been based on retirees and tourists and the businesses that support
them. In the past, retirees and tourists who do not need roads to go to work were
fueling growth of the population. The economy remains depressed and shows no
signs of improvement; this has slowed tourism and, in turn, the need for growth.
The county can therefore control this growth with appropriate planning and create
an open-space environment in an extremely arid, water-poor area.
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C-57.2

Environmental
Consequences

4.0

Response — Potential population growth is addressed in Section 1.5.1, Population
Growth. The population growth was taken from official government projections for
the next 30 years. It would be speculative to predict the impacts of how terrorism,
SARS, interest rates, and wars might affect growth or tourism in the region. The
proposed St. George airport is a federal project that is planned and therefore
considered in this EIS. Indications from the City of St. George are that the airport
will be built by 2010. See the response to comment C-55.3 regarding mass transit
as an alternative.

Comment — The DEIS ignores the fact that global warming is becoming a reality
and the current climatic/drought stage could in fact last for a considerable period of
time. Climatic/drought conditions have persisted through most of the 1990s creating
serious problems and warning signs that cannot be ignored: the Virgin River in the
year 2000 was approximately 25% of normal and Lake Powell is at 49% of normal
in early 2003. The continued rise in temperatures (record-breaking weather several
years in a row) may make the St. George area a less desirable place to live. The
DEIS failed to analyze if the limiting factor of water supply will limit growth over the
next 30 years. In fact it is not illogical to assume that the drought could extend
throughout the entire period that the DEIS is intended to cover: an example would
be the recent 30-year drought in northern Africa and currently there is no basis to
assume this period of drought in Washington County will end any time soon.

Response — Analyzing the potential climatic/drought conditions, how long they could
last, and the impacts on the region would be speculative since there is no
consensus on these issues. Information provided by the Utahns for Better
Transportation on the Legacy Parkway project noted a study conducted by Dr. Fred
Wagner at Utah State University which predicted that precipitation could increase
as much as 50 to 100% by the end of this century. See the response to comment C-
57.1 regarding population projections.
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11-142

C-57.3

Purpose and Need

1.0

Comment — The DEIS further assumes that the next 30 years will be one of high
growth like the last 30 years. The DEIS, Section 1.5.1, states that the population of
St. George in 2030 will be 122,727 people, according to the model from the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget. A confidence interval or probability of
this increase occurring is not given. Furthermore, these estimates are deemed too
low because of future land use plans in St. George and the estimates are increased
to 147,990 residents in 2030 and are used in the DEIS to justify this project.
However, the large supply of available land in the land use plan does not create
demand for that land. Taking into account the above long-term negative factors on
demand, it is just as reasonable to assume that a no-growth or slow-growth
scenario will take place. Given a 2% per year growth rate to 2030, the population
would only be 90,568. This lower number does not justify the proposed Southern
Corridor and calls out for a more conservative project.

The DEIS fails to take into account the role that interest rates play in making
housing in St. George affordable to those who move to town. Currently, interest
rates are at a 45-year low and can only go up, reducing immigration to St. George
and reducing the populations’ growth rate in the future.

Response — See response to comment C-57.1.
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C-57.4 Alternatives 2.0 Comment — No-Build Alternative Is Invalid. A valid “no-build” alternative has not
been provided in the DEIS. Further, the arguments “for” the provided No-Build
Alternative are at least in part not valid. The statement on page 4-87 (paragraph
4.14.1.1) is speculative and the impacts would have to be analyzed separately. It is
a false statement that threatened and endangered species habitats were not found
in the St. George replacement airport.

Of most concern, the DEIS makes the following contradictory statements
concerning the three alternatives (DEIS p. S-8):

“This alternative would help BLM provide a barrier to protect the Warner Ridge
population of endangered bearclaw poppy from recreation activities.”

And then this statement about the No-Build Alternative:

“This alternative would not provide a barrier to protect the Warner Ridge
population of endangered bearclaw poppy from recreation activities.”

Beyond the contradictory nature of these statements, we completely reject them as
lacking scientific basis and in fact, are misleading and should be removed from the
DEIS and not be considered as a favorable factor in connection with any “build”
alternative.

Response — In the Environmental Assessment for the proposed airport, no impacts
to threatened or endangered species plant habitat were noted. The statement is not
contradictory regarding Warner Ridge habitat protection. The build alternatives
could provide a barrier to protect this area, whereas the No-Build Alternative would
not because a road in that area would not be constructed. The BLM believes that
the Southern Corridor would block the current unrestricted access to the Warner
Ridge area and allow them to better manage access.

C-57.5 Alternatives 2.0 Comment — A “no-build” alternative must be developed that will have no impacts on
rare plant species.

Response — The No-Build Alternative analyzed is what might happen if the
Southern Corridor is not built. It is not the responsibility of a federal agency to
develop different no-build scenarios.

C-57.6 Alternatives 2.0 Comment — Other Alternatives Have Not Been Adequately Explored. A
consideration of other options has not been provided. The DEIS only considers
alternatives to the northern connection route to the town of Hurricane. No
alternatives are considered near the new airport. The widening of I-15 or moving the
road further south (into Arizona if necessary) to avoid White Dome are other
possibilities that have not been considered.

Response — See response to comment C-32.3.
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C-57.7 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

11-144
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Comment — Seed Bank Study Needed. The DEIS fails to provide any study for
seeds in the soil. It is well known that seeds of Arctomecon humilis [bearclaw
poppy] are initially undeveloped and may take several years for the embryo to
develop. The amount of seed bank (especially given drought conditions of the past
5 years) has been shown to be a critical factor in the survival of this species (and
could also be in connection with others). Just because a live plant specimen was
not found does not mean that plants have not grown in any proposed areas of
disturbance and seed bank studies must be conducted for the federally listed
species. It is known that the Arctomecon humilis seeds can be viable for 10 years or
more.

Response — The seed bank of the poppy is important to long-term survival based on
preliminary studies by Nelson and Harper (1991). However, future establishment of
poppy will be exceedingly difficult because of the severe disturbance that currently
exists along the right-of-way at White Dome. Soils are severely compacted and
cryptogrammic plant cover (soil microbiotic crust) has been destroyed by ORV use.
A two-track road extends through the western portion of the right-of-way
exacerbating ORV use and soil erosion. Prior to construction of the Southern
Corridor, rare plant searches will be conducted within the right-of-way to determine
if poppy is capable of establishing in this highly degraded habitat. The results of
such surveys would be coordinated with USFWS as stated in the Biological Opinion
for the project.
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C-57.8 Threatened and 4.14 Comment — Rare Bee Study Needed. While the DEIS makes reference to the fact
Endangered that rare bee/pollinators are in the study area (see pp. 4-88 to 4-89), there is in fact
Species no scientific basis to gauge the impacts since the locations of the pollinators are not

Southern Corridor Final EIS

known. Therefore, protecting “ground-nesting pollinators” as described on DEIS p.
4-126 cannot possibly be undertaken without a bee/pollinator study, which needs to
be done in connection with Arctomecon humilis, Astragalus holmgreniorum
[Holmgren milkvetch], and Pediocactus sileri [Siler cactus].

Any plan to ensure the survival of the bearclaw poppy, according to Vincent J.
Tepedino (research entomologist, USU Bee Lab), must include protection of its
pollinators. The USFWS acknowledges that little is known about the rare bee
pollinators. In fact, there may be more than the two native bee species that are
involved (there may be two species of Perdita for example). Perdita meconis
[Mojave poppy bee] was only first described in 1993; it is considered rare and
should be managed as a sensitive species. Utah has a huge diversity (over 1,000
species) of native bees and there could be a heretofore-unidentified bee species
that is playing a significant role in the survival of the federally listed species. In
addition to this, while the Synhalonia is not as rare as P. meconis, its nesting
locations are not known.

Response — The EIS discusses impacts to ground-nesting bees and concludes that
the reduction in pollinators could reduce gene flow between populations, which
could affect the reproductive success of the poppy. Therefore, the analysis covers
the most damaging scenario, reduction in pollinators. These impacts were also
considered in the USFWS Biological Opinion. Mitigation measures were developed
to minimize these impacts if the pollinators are in the study area. The mitigation on
page 4-126 of the Draft EIS was developed to replace vegetation in areas disturbed
by construction along the entire right-of-way which would include any areas that
may contain pollinators. If a bee/pollinator study was conducted and determined
that they exist in the potential construction zone, the results of the analysis would
be the same. In addition, ground-nesting bees are probably not present because of
the severe soil disturbance and high ORV use within the right-of-way at White
Dome. It is likely that disturbance will increase and these potential nesting sites will
be impacted because White Dome is not protected.
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C-57.9 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-57.10 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species
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Comment — The DEIS contains inaccurate statements which indicate that the
appropriate experts, such as Vincent Tepedino, have not been properly consulted.
For example:

“Synhalonia is not specific to poppies.” (DEIS, p. 4-88)

This is incorrect and it is obvious that qualified entomology experts, such as Vincent
Tepedino, have not been consulted.

The statement that the milkvetch is “self-compatible and not totally dependent on
animal pollinators” (DEIS, p. 4-88) is not entirely true. Studies need to be conducted
to determine the (a) quantity and (b) viability of self-pollinated versus out-crossed
fruits.

The DEIS has not taken into consideration available data from studies conducted by
the USU Bee Lab which could shed further light on the status of bee/pollinators in
the proposed construction area.

Response — On April 29, 1999, Vince Tepedino sent an e-mail to Amy McMullen of
Entranco regarding the potential effects of the Southern Corridor on bees (e-mail on
file). Mr. Tepedino indicated that Synhalonia quadricincta is a specialist species that
visits only poppy genera (Arctomecon and Argemone) for pollen. The EIS has been
revised to state that Perdita meconis and Synhalonia quadricincta are rare ground-
nesting bees and are potential pollinators to poppy. The actual statement from

p. 4-88 of the DEIS is “Perdita meconis and Synhalonia quadricincta are rare
ground-nesting bees and are pollinator-specific to poppies.”

Comment — Pollination Study Needed. This is a different issue, although related, to
the rare bee issue. The new highway will likely create a barrier to pollinators who
are traveling between populations. Contrary to the assertion of the study,
construction of the highway will likely reduce the gene flow and lead to gene loss or
genetic drift and hasten the extinction of three federally listed endangered plant
species. While specific studies about bees and highway traffic are not known, there
are studies analyzing the impact of highway traffic on insects which show heavy
insect losses and this impact has not been gauged in any way in the DEIS. For
example, Synhalonia quadricincta is suspected of being capable of pollinating
Warner Ridge and White Dome; what impact would the construction of the highway
have on this process?

Response — See response to comment C-57.8.
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Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-57.11

C-57.12 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Soil Analysis Needed. There appears to be no soil analysis considered
in the DEIS. Cryptogrammic soil has been determined to be important for the
survival of some of the listed plant species. Appreciable loss of cryptogrammic soil
from highway construction could have a serious negative effect on the endangered
plant populations; it is vital that this issue be addressed.

Response — Additional soil analyses are not needed to understand the relationship
of cryptogrammic crust to poppy populations. Nelson and Harper (1991) found that
cryptogams contributed to 84% of the total living cover at poppy sites, but
cryptogrammic cover at random sites (non-poppy sites) was also similar to that
found at poppy sites. This research indicates that poppy occurrence cannot be
predicted on cryptogams alone. The level of soil analyses needed to show cause
and effect is beyond the level of analysis required for an EIS. It is more accurate to
say, “cryptogams may be important to poppy.”

Comment — Critical Habitat Designation Required. Recently (late June 2003), a
preliminary meeting was held by the USFWS in St. George to discuss a multi-
species recovery plan for the four listed plant species identified by this project (three
of which have been identified as being likely harmed). Follow-up meetings are
planned for the fall. The USWFS also intends to designate critical habitat for the two
Astragalus species as well as Arctomecon humilis. Until the multi-species recovery
plan process is completed and the critical habitat is designated, no disturbance of
actual or potential habitat should occur. After critical habitats for all endangered
species in the project have been designated, these habitats should be avoided by
any road project.

Response — The actual completion date of the multi-species recovery plan and the
listing of additional species have not been determined. NEPA does not require a
project proponent to stop the process but to use current available data. If the project
does not proceed three years after completion of the EIS, a re-evaluation would be
conducted.
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Species

C-57.13

11-148
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Comment — Sensitive Plant Species Not Surveyed. The DEIS and prior plant
surveys limited its scope of analysis solely to four federally listed endangered plant
species. The DEIS is required to consider federal and state sensitive and rare plant
species as well. The viability of all species within the project must be ensured
including the following, which are known from the St. George area and grow within
the elevation range of the Southern Corridor road project:

Camissonia panyi, Cirsium virginense, Cynanchum utahense, Enceliopsis
argophylla, Eriogonum subreniforme, Lomatium scabrum var. tripinnatum,
Oenothera deltoides var. decumbens, Pediomelum mephiticum, Petalonyx parryi,
Phacelia anelsonii, Sclerocactus johnsonii, Yucca elata var. utahensis

All of these sensitive species are on the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, June
1998 “rare” or “watch” species lists. Cirsium virginense [virgin thistle] and Petalonyx
parryi [Parry’s sandpaper plant] are on the BLM, August 2002, draft sensitive
species list for Utah. Cirsium virginense, Enceliopsis argophylla, and Phacelia
anelsonii are on the Nevada Natural Heritage rare or watch lists.

Ron Kass listed Petalonyx parryi as a species associated with Arctomecon humilis
on May 8, 2000, at Warner Ridge in his technical report of September 2000. He
also located Petalonyx parryi in the survey of the Atkinville interchange on October
31, 2000.

Tetradymia axillaris var. longispina and Tricardia watsoni are on the BLM Arizona
Strip Field Office Special Status List, are known from Washington County at the
right elevation, and should be surveyed for too. Enceliopsis argophylla is also on
the BLM Arizona Strip list.

Failure to survey for these species and mitigate for their presence could trigger the
need for these species to be listed, i.e. could cause them to be become threatened
or endangered.

Response — The EIS has been updated to include the potential impacts to these
species.
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C-57.14 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-57.15 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-57.16 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-57.17 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species
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Comment — Plant Survey Inadequacies. Miscellaneous comments: The method of
the plant pre-surveys only involved checking records collected from the BYU
Herbarium. Other major herbariums, as well as the Utah Natural Heritage Program,
should also have been consulted.

Response — A letter addressed to Ben Franklin, botanist (Utah Natural Heritage
Program) dated March 12, 1999, was sent requesting any additional input on
threatened and endangered plants (letter on file). There were also several phone
conversations with Mr. Franklin concerning the Southern Corridor. Dr. Ron Kass
who conducted the pre-survey and surveys for the project noted that Brigham
Young University has the best representation of rare plants in the State, and the
need to check other herbaria would not have significantly altered the inventory
efforts or the results. Additionally, the USFWS has concurred with the results of the
survey as detailed in the Southern Corridor Biological Assessments.

Comment — Dr. Kass is a well-known botanist; however, he assisted with other bird
and animal surveys. His credentials in this regard have not been presented in the
DEIS.

Response — Dr. Kass has a BS in zoology and has participated in animal
inventories for 25 years. Dr. David Lightfoot (University of New Mexico, desert
ecologist) and Dr. Geoff Carpenter (New Mexico State Heritage Program,
herpetologist) conducted the animal studies and Dr. Kass (botanist) and Dr.
Dawson (animal nutritionist) provided assistance.

Comment — Page 3-51. Arctcomecon humilis occurs throughout White Dome and
White Dome represents critical habitat for the species.

Response — The EIS has been revised to note that Arctcomecon humilis were
discovered at White Dome. The EIS states that White Dome does contain habitat
for this species. The area of the proposed Southern Corridor has been heavily
disturbed by ORV use.

Comment — Page 3-52. Pediocactus sileri has already been “taken” in connection
with the airport project and it is likely to occur in the study area.

Response — No threatened and endangered plant species were noted at the
proposed St. George Airport site. Because no airport construction has occurred, no
species have been taken. Pediocacus sileri was found several hundred feet east of
the Southern Corridor right-of-way at Warner Ridge, but was not found within the
right-of-way.
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C-57.18 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species

C-57.19 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species

11-150
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Comment — Biologic Assessment Lacks Scientific Evidence. The DEIS’s one-for-
one proposal for habitat exchange is not acceptable and is not scientifically valid.
The federally listed species cannot be successfully germinated and survive for any
period of time outside of their natural environment, nor can they be transplanted
successfully. Their unique growing conditions cannot be easily duplicated. The one-
for-one exchange does not provide any real mitigation of the damage whatsoever.
Further, if it were to do any possible good and have any chance to succeed in this
extremely fragile, arid land, the exchange would have to be more like 50:1.

Response — FHWA reinitiated the Section 7 process with the USFWS based on
new survey data. Based on the new information, the mitigation ratio has been
revised to 3-for-1 for direct impacts and 5-for-1 for indirect impacts. Also see the
response to comment C-36.4.

Comment — Furthermore, there is no scientific basis or evidence that is indicated in
the biologic assessment that the highway will form a corridor to help protect the
northernmost population of Arctomecon humilis on Warner Ridge. The fact is that
this area is already at least partly fenced and a more appropriate mitigation action
would be to fix the broken fence, add more fence where needed, patrol the area,
and increase public education. The highway will not fix the ORV/OHYV problem; in
fact, quite the opposite will occur. At least one interchange has been proposed for
the area that will only increase access to Warner Ridge, not decrease it.

Response — See response to comment C-55.13. The Warner Ridge area east of the
proposed Southern Corridor is not fenced; therefore, according to BLM, the highway
itself would provide a barrier which would limit the access points to this area and
allow improved management. The potential interchange would provide access to
the west only, away from Warner Ridge, and would be one of the few areas where
BLM would need to manage access instead of the entire area if the highway was
not built. The east side of the interchange would have a right-of-way fence along
with appropriate signs to limit access.
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C-57.20 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-57.21 Threatened and 4,14
Endangered

Species
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Comment — We are unaware of a single instance where a highway has been proven
to be a corridor for an endangered plant species and request explanation for that
rationale, which we believe is entirely without basis. Richard Forman, one of the
authors of the new book Road Ecology: Science and Solutions (Island Press, 2003),
suggests that busy roads create an “avoidance zone” which is shunned by many
types of wildlife and that it is not a good use of funds for conservation organizations
to be protecting wildlife habitats next to busy roads. Heavily used roads fragment
sensitive plant populations and habitats rather than protect them.

Response —USFWS recommended that, in areas with populations of Holmgren
milkvetch, the right-of-way of 300 feet be maintained and the highway footprint be
minimized to protect the habitat. However, all habitat within the right-of-way would
be considered impacted and required to be mitigated. The recommendation was
provided to minimize the overall impact and was not intended to be a corridor for
endangered plants.

Comment — The Most Knowledgable Experts Have Not Been Consulted. On page
4-82 of the DEIS the statement is made that “No trend data on plant species were
available.” This is simply not true. Drs. Harper and Van Buren have been collecting
data in the area on these species for over 10 years. The appropriate experts have
not been consulted in the drafting of this DEIS. On page 4-89 it is stated that the
“bearclaw poppy grows abundantly at White Dome.” This is not true. White Dome, a
critical habitat for Arctomecon humilis, has been (despite the efforts of the State
Lands & Forestry in the 1980s), badly damaged by ORV/OHV use and while some
plants do still grow there, they are by no means growing abundantly. Page 4-89
also refers to a fencing of White Dome, which is something we have always
supported, but as far as we are aware is not contained in the Washington County
Habitat Conservation Plan.

The BLM Arizona Strip Field Office has maintained a monitoring file for Astragalus
holmgreniorum since 1988. The BLM Arizona Strip Field Office also maintains a
monitoring file for Pediocactus sileri. These files should have been reviewed for the
DEIS and trends therein stated in the DEIS.

Response — Lori Armstrong, botanist for the BLM who has funded the trend studies
on Astragalus holmgreniorum, was consulted, and in 1999, no trend data were
published. However, the results of Van Buren and Harper’s work were used in the
EIS analysis. A recent paper by Harper and Van Buren (2003) has been reviewed
by Dr. Kass, and the results would have not altered the outcome of the inventory.
The BLM monitoring data for Pediocactus sileri was reviewed by Ron Kass prior to
the inventory. The revised information in the FEIS takes into account new surveys
conducted by Van Buren in 2003 and 2004 for the Holmgren milkvetch and
bearclaw poppy.

11-151



Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

Comment
Number

Commenter and

Affiliation Resource Area EIS Section

Comment/Response

C-57.22 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-57.23 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

C-57.24 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species
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Comment — Mitigation — No Habitat Loss Is Acceptable. Last year’s continued
drought has created the worst ever germination for both the poppy and the
milkvetch—these two species may be in the worst condition ever. Data is available
showing population losses are as much as 75% (Shinob Kibe preserve) compared
to two years ago. No further loss of habitat is acceptable to this species. DEIS page
4-99, for example, seems to imply that because of the claimed 0.1% impact to
poppy habitat that the impact will be of no consequence. In fact, the full cumulative
impacts of the last 30 years have shown exactly these kinds of impacts, which are
leading these species to the path of extinction. Until or unless the USFWS
designates critical habitat for these species, no further habitat on which the species,
or their seeds, are found or are known to occur can be lost.

Response — See response to comment C-32.2.

Comment — BLM Management at Warner Ridge and ACEC Conflicts. A highway
should not be built through an area already designated as a federal “Area of Critical
Environmental Concern,” ACEC. The highway should completely avoid traversing
any part of the three ACECs in the corridor: Lower Virgin River, Red Bluff, and
Warner Ridge/Fort Pierce. Further, in the DEIS, p.4-99, it is stated that the project
would allow the BLM *“to better manage OHV access along Warner Ridge.” It is not
understood how this could possibly be true in view of the fact that the highway will
bring greater access points, more fence that will likely not be kept in repair, more
people who will use the equestrian/hiking trail for OHV use, at least one and maybe
more new interchanges into the area.

Response — Potential highway alignments were coordinated with BLM to avoid
sensitive areas within the ACEC boundary. See response to comment C-55.13.

Comment — No Part of the Project Should Interfere with White Dome. White Dome
was (in approximately December of 1983) declared a state ACEC. No part of the
project should intersect or traverse White Dome.

Response — Comment noted. The EIS analyzes the potential impacts of the
Southern Corridor alignment, which is immediately south of White Dome. See
response to comment C-36.8 regarding moving the alternative alignment to avoid
threatened and endangered species habitat and comment 55.14 regarding the
ACEC status of White Dome.
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C-57.25 Water Body 412
Modification and

Wildlife Impacts

C-57.26 Water Body 412
Modification and

Wildlife Impacts
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Comment — Road Construction Will Increase Invasive Species. Construction of the
project will bring increased invasive species, which are a problem for several of the
listed species, especially in view of the location of the highway proximate to these
populations. The impacts of these invasive species on listed species, sensitive
species, and rare bee pollinators have not been analyzed.

Response — Potential invasive species are discussed in Section 4.12, Water Body
Modification and Wildlife Impacts. UDOT policies to control invasive species would
be implemented. In addition, mitigation to minimize disturbing native vegetation
from construction and to plant the right-of-way with native species has been
developed to reduce potential impacts. Because of the implementation of invasive
species control, minimal impacts should occur. See the response to comment C-
57.8 regarding bee pollinators.

Comment — Chemicals Spray Impact. To control invasive species mentioned above
and in the rights-of-way proposed, it is presumed that chemical sprays may be used
by UDOT to manage these areas. The impact of the use of these chemical sprays
on rare bee pollinators as well on other sensitive wildlife (including plant species)
has not been analyzed in the DEIS. Articles published by Vincent Tepedino need to
be carefully studied (for example, The Reproductive Biology of Rare Rangeland
Plants and Their Vulnerability to Insecticides — this article in fact includes
information relating to Astragalus holmgreniorum and Pediocactus sileri — see
www.sidney.ars.usda.gov/grasshopper/Handbook/pdfs/Mont III/III5.pdf).
In conjunction with pollination biology studies, the appropriate “buffer zone” for the
federally listed and other rare/sensitive species that will be impacted needs to be
determined.

Response — To minimize the impact from highway maintenance activities, signs will
be placed along sensitive areas to notify crews to contact the UDOT regional
environmental coordinator before activities take place. The regional environmental
coordinator would ensure that appropriate maintenance activities take place to
protect the species.
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C-57.27

C-57.28

C-57.29

C-57.30
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Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species
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Comment — Toxic Runoff from Highways. Paragraph 6.4.3.2 acknowledges the toxic
runoff from the new highway that will occur from rainstorms. Yet no analysis has
been done to determine what impact this will have on rare bee pollinators as well as
on other sensitive wildlife (including plant species).

Response — Section 6.4.3.2 is a general discussion regarding impervious surfaces
and is not specific to the Southern Corridor or the climate in the region. Section
4.10, Water Quality, provides details regarding runoff from the Southern Corridor.
The analysis notes that normal ecosystem processes are generally affected only in
areas that are within 15 feet of the highway. This area would be disturbed during
the initial construction and would provide little benefit to wildlife or habitat for plant
species. In addition, runoff from the Southern Corridor would be retained in
roadside ditches and retention basins, therefore limiting potential impacts outside
the highway right-of-way.

Comment — Re-surveys Should Occur at the Appropriate Times. Re-surveys (see
page 4-126 for example) need to be conducted at times when the listed species are
in bloom. This includes early April to at least early June; the bloom times vary with
the amount of precipitation.

Response — Comment noted. The recommendation has been added to the EIS. In
addition, the revised analysis in the FEIS took into account surveys conducted in
2003 and 2004 by Van Buren during the appropriate time of year.

Comment — Revegetation. We support revegetation of native species, but they
should be indigenous to Washington County (see for example page 4-126).
Xeriscaping (see page 6-8) must be carefully managed to avoid using plants that
are known to become invasive.

Response — Comment noted. The recommendation has been added to the EIS.

Comment — ORV Study Needed. Construction of the highway will attract more
people, more development, and lead to more ORV/OHV use, likely hastening the
extinction of the rare plant species. Analysis of the impacts of increased ORV/OHV
use needs to be done.

Response — The population growth and associated development in the Dixie area
will occur with or without the Southern Corridor. As noted in the EIS, this growth will
put increased pressure on public and private land and on sensitive plant species.
The proposed Southern Corridor would not directly or indirectly cause increased
ORV/OHYV use, and therefore a study as part of this project does not need to be
conducted.
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C-57.31 Smart Growth 6.0

C-57.32 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species

C-57.33 Environmental 4.0
Consequences

Comment — Policy of Open Space Increases, Not Decreases, the Area’s Value. A
retiree/service economy as acknowledged by the study dictates a policy and culture
of open space which will increase, in the long term, property values as it will
increase the desirability both to live and visit the St. George area. The study seems
to fail to recognize this basic fact.

Response — The potential use of smart growth is addressed in Chapter 6, Smart
Growth. In addition, Section 4.3.6, Quality of Life, analyzes potential changes to the
quality of life in the area as a result of regional growth.

Comment — The Proposed Highway Is Hastening the Demise of a Sensitive Area of
Biodiversity of Which There Is No Equal in Utah. The building of the corridor will
spark development and will precipitate “sell-offs” of state lands that would otherwise
not occur in the immediate future (White Dome for example) at artificially inflated
prices. This will then more likely lead to a loss of habitat for rare and sensitive
species.

Response — The cumulative impact analysis in Section 4.14, Threatened and
Endangered Species, notes the potential impacts to sensitive species as a result of
regional development that would occur with or without the Southern Corridor.
Chapter 2, Alternatives, notes that the already-developed nature of the area north
and west of I-15 and the 61,022-acre Red Cliffs Desert Reserve limit future
development to the areas south and east of I-15 where the Southern Corridor is
planned.

Comment — DEIS Does Not Disclose Full Range of Cumulative Impacts. Pages 2-
24 through 2-26 and C-21 discuss the “interchange” creep that will occur. No
protection will later be afforded endangered wildlife and plant species as these
interchanges are built and the DEIS is not properly determining the impact of these
interchanges.

Response — The EIS notes that the future potential location of interchanges could
have impacts on sensitive species. The analysis in the EIS includes the locations
identified in the EIS. However, because the exact location of these interchanges will
be determined based on how development occurs in the area, the impacts could
change. Additional environmental documentation will be conducted to address the
construction of interchanges. In addition, the cumulative impact analysis assumes
that all developable areas (non-federal land) will be developed and, therefore,
includes the land adjacent to interchanges as well as any state and private land.
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C-57.34

C-57.35

C-57.36

C-57.37

11-156

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species

Threatened and 4.14
Endangered
Species

Economic Impacts 4.5

Alternatives 2.0

Comment — Note that while on the one hand River Road is being avoided by the
recommended alternatives, an interchange is being proposed with River Road
under all of the build alternatives, the impact of which could be severe to the
endangered and sensitive plant, bee, and other wildlife species occurring in the
area. Further, the Atkinville interchange appears to be designed for a “Western
Corridor” that is not discussed nor its associated impact discussed in the study. The
resulting combined impact of this could be devastating to the survival of the
impacted species.

Response — This EIS is being prepared to address the purpose and need of the
Southern Corridor. If a road west of the Atkinville interchange is planned, an
environmental document will be prepared by the project proponent to address the
potential impacts. River Road was eliminated from detailed study as an alternative
for the Southern Corridor because an alignment at that location would not meet the
project’s purpose and need. The State of Utah owns much of the land around River
Road and is working with USFWS regarding endangered plant habitat. The
cumulative impact analysis for endangered species includes the area around River
Road being developed.

Comment — We applaud SITLA for taking action to identify important habitat (see
paragraph 4.14.3.1). However, they may have been misled into thinking that the
only “sensitive” species were those that are federally listed and surveys for
“sensitive” species identified elsewhere in this letter need to also be taken into
consideration.

Response — SITLA is conducting studies as part of its process to develop land in
the St. George area, and this development is being done independent of this
project. SITLA is coordinating their efforts with USFWS.

Comment — The negative impact to St. George businesses caused by diverting
traffic to Zion National Park through the new corridor has not been analyzed.

Response — Section 4.5, Economic Impacts, analyzes the potential of bypass
impacts. Research has concluded that such impacts would be comparatively small.

Comment — Summary. The purpose and need section of the DEIS for the proposed
Southern Corridor does not substantiate and support the building of up to 28 miles
of new road and as many as 18 new intersections. There are no alternatives
analyzed in regard to the vast majority of the project.

Response — Including the interchange at I-15, between 10 and 12 interchanges
could be included as part of the Southern Corridor project. See comment C-32.3
regarding reasonable alternatives.
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Willie R. Taylor — U.S.
Department of the
Interior, Office of
Environmental Policy
and Compliance

April 2005

C-57.38

C-58.1

C-58.2

Alternatives 2.0

Recreation 3.3.9
Resources

Cultural Resources  4.15

Comment — The “no build” alternative is invalid because it calls for the building of
other roads. Further studies of sensitive, rare, and threatened plant species as well
as their seed bank, soil, pollinators, and habitat are called for to ensure their
viability. Cumulative impacts have not been fully disclosed and studied. Mitigation
measures to prevent impacts to endangered species are insufficient. Because of
the inadequacies in the DEIS, any conclusions reached from the DEIS cannot be
supported and are capricious and arbitrary.

Response — See the responses to comments C57.1 through 57.37.

Comment — Page 3-17 - Section 3.3.9, Recreation Resources. The descriptions of
the various recreation resources are informative and succinct; however, some of the
descriptions do not explain who manages the land. We recommend that this
information be included to help clarify which resources qualify as Section 4(f)
properties.

Response — The land ownership and/or land managing agency has been added to
Section 3.3.9.

Comment — Page 4-102 - Section 4.15.1, Cultural Resources. The first paragraph of
this section states that a total of 89 sites are eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP); however, the text in the Affected Environment states that
there are 85 NRHP-eligible sites. Please clarify the discrepancy. Also, the last
sentence of this paragraph states that 9 sites are in the 3400 West area of potential
effect, while Table 4.15-1 states that there are 69 sites. Again, please clarify the
discrepancy.

Response — The text has been revised in Section 4.15.1 to 85 sites, and the
reference to 9 sites has been revised to 69 sites.
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C-58.3 Sections 4(f)/6(f) 5.0

Evaluation

11-158

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — We are concerned that the Section 4(f) Evaluation does not adequately
analyze the Section 4(f) properties located in the project area. We note in the DEIS
a letter dated January 11, 2002, from the Department’s Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) providing a list of Section 4(f) properties in the project area;
however, the Section 4(f) Evaluation dismisses many of these as being Section 4(f)
properties. The Section 4(f) Evaluation also states that no Section 4(f) properties
will be impacted, but the Environmental Consequences chapter of the DEIS states
that many of the Section 4(f) properties identified by BLM will be directly or indirectly
impacted by one or more of the alternatives.

Based on the above information, we suggest that a more complete Section 4(f)
Evaluation be developed in accordance with the information BLM provided in their
January 11, 2002, letter and the 1987 FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper. More
specifically, we recommend the following:

¢ Verify that all impacted Section 4(f) resources are analyzed in the Section 4(f)
Evaluation. As a reminder, both existing and future planned resources can qualify
as Section 4(f) properties.

¢ Impacts to each Section 4(f) property must be analyzed for each alternative
carried forward, including a detailed analysis of the location, context, duration,
and intensity of the impact. Impacts should be described according to the
project’s “use” and “constructive use” of the Section 4(f) property. This analysis is
required for all types of impacts including beneficial or adverse, and temporary or
permanent.

¢ Avoidance alternatives must be addressed in order to demonstrate that there is
no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of Section 4(f) properties. This
includes different location alternatives and design shifts that avoid the use of that
land.

¢ Mitigation measures need to be disclosed in the Section 4(f) Evaluation to show
that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to Section 4(f)
resources.

¢ A coordination section must be included to describe what public and agency
involvement has occurred with regards to the Section 4(f) Evaluation. A
conclusion section is also required.

e As for cultural resources, please discuss how you determined which
archaeological sites warrant preservation in place. This should be conducted in
consultation with the SHPO.
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Roger G. Taylor —
BLM Arizona Strip
Field Office; James
D. Crisp — BLM St.
George Field Office

April 2005

C-59.1

C-59.2

Land Use

Land Use

31,41

4.1

Response — The 4(f) section has been revised. FHWA has determined that there
are no 4(f) properties along the alternatives and the bases for this analysis is
included in Chapter 5, Section 4(f) Evaluation. Because no 4(f) properties are
impacted no avoidance alternatives are required.

Additionally, after the release of the Draft EIS in March 2003, BLM provided a letter
concurring with FHWA's 4(f) determination on BLM-administered lands (see
Appendix |, page I-3). The BLM letter noted: “The St. George Field Office staff has
reviewed the determination of Section 4(f) significance made by FHWA concerning
the Sand Mountain SRMA, Sand Hollow Recreation Area, and Warner Ridge/Fort
Pearce ACEC. We concur with the determination that these are not Section 4(f)
properties as described in 23 CFR 771.135 (a)(1). We also concur with FHWA
determination that the Southern Corridor could occupy the right-of-way of the
commuter road around the Sand Hollow Reservoir.”

Comment — Public lands within the administrative area of SGFO [St. George Field
Office] are managed under objectives and decisions codified in the St. George
Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan (RMP), approved in March
1999. No reference is made in the DEIS to this RMP, either in Section 1.1.3.2 which
describes “Local Planning Studies and General Plans” (page 1-5), or in Section
3.1.3.1, “Local Land Use Plans” (p. 3-3). In other sections of the DEIS (e.g., 4.12.2,
Wildlife Habitat), management direction from the RMP for public lands within the
proposed Southern Corridor study area is paraphrased, but no citations provided to
indicate the source. Similarly, no references are made to applicable land use plans
for the adjacent Arizona Strip public domain lands.

Response — Appropriate references to the BLM Resource Management Plans have
been added to Chapters 1, 3, and 4.

Comment — Any proposals for land uses that would not be in conformance with the
RMP must be denied or the RMP amended. BLM requires that all NEPA documents
disclose whether project proposals are in conformance with the approved RMP and
provide specific citation(s) of the management decisions that relate to the proposal.
A copy of the RMP was made available to HDR during the early phases of the DEIS
preparation: the Southern [Transportation] Corridor, including a “bypass spur” along
the Hurricane Cliffs to connect with SR 9, was identified in the RMP (ROW-LD-186,
page 2.5) as “within the scope” of the SGFO RMP. If this EIS is to be adopted by
SGFO BLM as its NEPA analysis to support the granting of a right-of-way across
public lands for the project, this conformance screening must be included.

Response — A conformance analysis has been added to Section 4.1, Land Use.
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C-59.3 Land Use

C-59.4 Summary

C-59.5 Land Use

11-160

3.1and 4.1

31,41

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — In the Summary section of the DEIS (S.1), the last sentence notes the
project purpose of providing a regional transportation facility to “complement local
land use plans.” We believe that either the word local should be removed, or the
reference should be expanded to include other relevant state and federal land use
plans. Similarly, other sections of the DEIS that enumerate and describe land use
plans applicable to the proposed project area (see above) should also be expanded
to include state and federal plans.

Response — The term “local” was removed. The land use section of the EIS now
includes a discussion of BLM Resource Management Plans.

Comment — The Summary chapter at S-2 also contains errata in the discussion of
the multi-species Habitat Conservation Plan for Washington County, approved by
USFWS in 1996. The now nearly 62,000-acre Red Cliffs Desert Reserve was
established at that time, not “would be established” as the text here states.

Response — The EIS has been revised as stated.

Comment — The Southern Corridor project could influence alternative development
for the planning process on adjacent public lands of the Arizona Strip. The rapidly
increasing urban development in Washington County and associated land use and
recreation pressures have clear direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the BLM
lands and resources south of the state line on the Arizona Strip. The DEIS fails to
analyze the impacts in the Arizona Strip.

Response — As noted in the comment, development in Washington County could
put pressure on Arizona Strip BLM-administered public land. This development
pressure will occur with or without the Southern Corridor, although the timing of
development could occur faster with the highway. Because the Southern Corridor is
located in Utah, no direct impacts would occur to the Arizona Strip. Potential indirect
impacts would be associated with any development that might occur as a result of
the highway. Most of this development would occur on state land. Additional
information regarding potential impacts to the Arizona Strip has been added to the
ElS.
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C-59.6 Land Use 3.1 Comment — Where the proposed Southern Corridor leaves 1-15 and runs near or
almost along the state line for some distance, the lands immediately adjacent to the
south in Arizona are administered by Arizona State Lands. The DEIS should have
referenced these state lands as well, along with the land use authority of Mohave
County Arizona. The DEIS should have cumulatively analyzed the future prospects
that these state lands within Mohave County may eventually be transferred into
private ownership for development. Public lands managed by ASFO [Arizona Strip
Field Office] generally surround these state lands on the west, south, and east, and
come to within about 2 or 3 miles of the Southern Corridor. This general area has
already experienced increasing levels of public use, including the visible
proliferation of off-road vehicle impacts.

Response — The Final EIS has been revised to include potential urban development
on state land in Mohave County along River Road. In addition, an analysis of the
potential for indirect impacts of development on the Arizona Strip Field Office district
has been included in the Final EIS.

C-59.7 Land Use 4.1 Comment — We anticipate that the future RMP will include specific decisions for this
area relating to BLM'’s ability to implement projects, approve a variety of land tenure
adjustments, and authorize recreational and other uses that will be requested or
become necessary due to this development. It is crucial that all land use planning
efforts by relevant federal, state, and local agencies in this region (on both sides of
the state line) are effectively coordinated, so that adverse impacts associated with
this rapid development will be avoided, reduced, and/or mitigated as much as
possible. If this is not accomplished, a more piecemeal approach may result in an
inadequate cumulative impacts analysis, poorly integrated developments,
haphazard growth, unnecessary costs, and avoidable adverse impacts. We request
that these concerns be thoroughly addressed in the FEIS for this proposed project.

Response — The EIS analyzes the impacts of constructing the Southern Corridor
project. The EIS is not being prepared to analyze all of the impacts associated with
growth in southwestern Utah and northwestern Arizona, since the growth and
development will occur with or without the Southern Corridor. Recommendations in
Section 4.1.3.1, Recommendations for Minimizing Cumulative Impacts, have been
added that the federal and state governments, along with the county and city
governments, should coordinate so that adverse impacts are minimized. FHWA and
UDOT are not responsible for mitigating cumulative impacts from development.
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11-162

C-59.8

C-59.9

All

Alternatives

All

2.0

Comment — Page 2-5, paragraph 2, line 2 states that the “Red Cliffs Desert Reserve
was established to protect the Mojave desert tortoise ... from future growth.” This
statement is syntactically awkward and somewhat misrepresents the need for and
intent of the Reserve. Washington County developed its Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP) for the federally threatened Mojave desert tortoise and other at-risk species.
The HCP identified a number of management actions intended to assist the
recovery and de-listing of the Mojave desert tortoise and prevent the need to list
other species, including both wildlife and native plants. A critical component of the
HCP was the establishment of a ‘Reserve,” where management would focus on
protecting species from the direct and indirect effects of a variety of human
activities, such as mining, utility corridor developments, roadways, landfills, certain
recreation uses, residential and commercial construction, domestic livestock
grazing, and other actions that can directly or indirectly impact sensitive species
and their habitats. The threats and impacts were not just limited to “future growth.”
By protecting species and their habitats, through the various actions of the HCP
including the management of the Reserve, Washington County is able to proceed
with orderly growth and other development on private, municipal, and state lands in
the county.

Response — The discussion of the Habitat Conservation Plan in the EIS has been
updated as noted in the comment.

Comment — On Figure 2-2 (Regional Alignment), the location of the study area is
graphically depicted. This area appears to be arbitrarily narrow where it leaves 1-15
to stay north of the state line, and then it greatly expands in width as it proceeds
north and northeast toward Hurricane. There is no explanation for this discrepancy
in relative width along the study area. But the practical result is that the study area
does not include, as it should, the relevant portion of the Arizona Strip. This
fundamental defect should be corrected in the FEIS.

Response — The figure (Figure 2-3 in the Final EIS) has been revised to note that
the study area is only for selecting the Southern Corridor alignments. The study
area identified in the figure is not for the specific resources analyzed in the EIS. The
study areas associated with individual resources are much broader in geographical
scope as identified in Chapter 3, Affected Environment.
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C-59.10 Alternatives 2.0 Comment — Similarly, in Figure 2-5 (Other Alternatives Considered), there are three
green cross-hatched polygons to indicate Holmgren milkvetch habitat. Two of these
polygons abruptly and arbitrarily terminate at the state line, without reference to
whether they continue south of this line. Obviously, biological resources such as
this plant species do not respect state boundaries, nor do the cumulative human
impacts from the Southern Corridor project or other developments end at these
legal boundaries. We believe that the FEIS must address and analyze possible
impacts on the Holmgren milkvetch and other resources on a holistic basis,
regardless of the location of the state line.

Response — The crosshatched areas do not end at the state line but in fact include
portions of habitat in Arizona. The purpose of the figure is to show the boundary of
potential sensitive plant species habitat in relationship to an identified alternative.
The figure was not intended to show all of the habitat in the region.

The Arizona Game and Fish Department was contacted and two listed species,
Holmgren milkvetch and desert tortoise, were identified as potentially occurring
within 3 miles of the Southern Corridor. This information was included in the EIS.
Although the Holmgren milkvetch in Arizona would not be directly affected by
Southern Corridor construction, the habitat in Arizona on state land was included in
the cumulative impacts discussion of the DEIS. In the cumulative analysis, it was
assumed that the Arizona state land would be developed and the habitat would be
lost.

C-59.11 Affected 3.0 Comment — Chapter 3 uses the terms “study area” on an apparently ad hoc basis;
Environment the inconsistencies are confusing and unexplained. In describing some resources,
the scale of the “study area” is broad and regional, reaching to the state line,
sometimes south of that line, and extending to the county boundaries. For other
resources, the use of “study area” describes the presumably smaller-scale “project
area.” Consistency in terminology and some standardized definitions of terms are
desperately needed here.

Response — The EIS has been revised to clarify the term study area. At the
beginning of each resource section, a specific study area for that resource area is
identified. The study area for each resource area is based on the potential for that
resource to be affected by the Southern Corridor project.

For example, the study area for paleontological resources is limited to those
resources that could be affected by direct impacts from the highway and does not
include every potential resource in the region. NEPA notes that EISs should be
analytic rather than encyclopedic; therefore, only those resources that have the
potential to be affected by a project should be addressed.
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11-164

C-59.12

C-59.13

C-59.14

Land Use

Land Use

All

3.1

3.1

All

Comment — Section 3.1.1, paragraph 2. This section describes the administrative
status of lands in the “study area,” rather than the more restricted project area, and
lists several federal agencies, including BLM, BIA [Bureau of Indian Affairs], NPS
[National Parks Service], and the (U.S. Department of Agriculture’s) Forest Service.
The following statements then focus on the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (note correct title) of 1976 (Public Law 94-579, 90 STAT 2743). It is unclear why
FLPMA is called out for specific discussion here, since no linkage between that Act
and BLM is offered.

The terms “public lands” in this section of the DEIS are used collectively to include
all “federal lands, wilderness areas, state lands, and open space” (Section 3.1.2,
sentence 2). This usage is directly contrary to the definition provided in FLPMA,
also referenced in this section. FLPMA provides legislative direction for “public
lands"—by definition in that Act, those federal “lands and interest in lands owned by
the United States within the several States and administered by the Secretary of the
Interior through the Bureau of Land Management.” FLPMA does not apply to federal
lands administered by the U.S. Department of the Interior's NPS, BIA, or the USDA
Forest Service, but rather only to “public lands administered by the Secretary of the
Interior through BLM.” This distinction is not made here nor is there a linkage made
between FLPMA and BLM that would help the reader understand why FLPMA (as
BLM’s “organic act”) is even discussed here.

Response — The reference to FLPMA has been clarified in the EIS.

Comment — Further, as noted above, nowhere in the DEIS is any reference made to
the FLPMA-generated St. George Field Office RMP (1999), the approved land use
plan for BLM-administered public lands in Washington County that comprise a
substantial percentage of the proposed Southern Corridor project area, nor to the
Arizona Strip RMPs, currently undergoing new planning. These BLM RMPs were
prepared to be consistent, to the extent possible, with local municipal and county
plans.

Response — References to the St. George and Arizona Strip Field Offices’
Resource Management Plans have been added throughout the EIS. In addition, a
discussion of these plans has been added to the land use sections of the EIS.

Comment — As we have noted in prior comments, public lands are “administered
[not owned] by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Land
Management.” Ownership of these lands resides with the “United States.” The DEIS
should be globally changed to replace BLM-owned with BLM-administered where
this usage remains.

Response — The EIS was revised based on prior comments made by BLM. No
references to BLM-owned lands were made in the DEIS.
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C-59.15

C-59.16

C-59.17

Land Use

Land Use

Grazing Allotments

3.1

3.1

3.25

Comment — Section 3.1.2, Existing Land Use. The last sentence of this section
describes the “BLM-administered Beaver Dam Mountains Wilderness Area that [in
Utah] is comprised of slightly less than 2,700 acres of public lands.” The DEIS
makes no mention of the substantially larger total acreage (15,821 acres) of the
designated Wilderness Area, which is contained in Arizona. The maps figures
incorrectly label this as the “Beaver Mountain Wilderness Area” (e.g., Figure 3-2).
Corrections need to be made to figures and text in the DEIS. The DEIS also does
not reference other comparable significant designations in the same geographic
region of Arizona, particularly the Paiute Wilderness Area and Grand Canyon—
Parashant National Monument.

Response — The EIS has been revised to include the acreage of the Beaver Dam
Mountains Wilderness Area in both Utah and Arizona and to use the correct name.
As discussed in comment C-59.11, EISs should be analytic rather than
encyclopedic. Because the Paiute Wilderness Area and Grand Canyon—Parashant
National Monument are outside the area likely to be affected by the Southern
Corridor, they were not analyzed in the DEIS. The increase in population in
southern Utah, the amount of land that is developed, and the resulting pressure on
these areas will occur with or without the Southern Corridor. However, a figure has
been added and analysis included in the Final EIS regarding the Arizona Strip Field
Office planning area.

Comment — Section 3.1.3, “Local” Land Use Plans. See comment [59.3] above
regarding the need to include in this section those federal and state plans which
provide management direction for lands within and adjacent to the proposed project
area.

Response — A discussion of the federal land management plans has been added to
Section 3.1.3.

Comment — Figure 3-7 (BLM Grazing Allotments within Study Area) only indicates
allotments in Utah without referencing those within a similar geographic radius in
the Arizona Snip. Please correct this omission in the FEIS.

Response — The study area for grazing allotments includes those that could be
affected on federal land by construction of the Southern Corridor, which is entirely
located in Utah. Both the direct and indirect impacts to these allotments are
analyzed. Because allotments in Arizona would not be directly affected by the
Southern Corridor, they are not analyzed in detail in the EIS. Contact was made
with the Arizona Strip range manager and additional information on indirect impacts
were obtained and included in the EIS.
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C-59.18 Recreation 3.39

Resources

C-59.19 Historic,
Archaeological,
and Paleontological

Resources

3.15,4.15

11-166

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — Section 3.3.9, Recreational Resources. This section contains a number
of errata and omissions concerning BLM-administered recreation resources in and
near the project area. The section is also in need of revision to more logically order
the resources and areas described. Paragraph 2, line 1 of the introductory section
requires the addition of the following: “personal interviews with [recreation
specialists] with state and federal [land managing] agencies.”

In contrast to most other DEIS graphics, Figure 3-9 (Recreational Resources) does
include references to some Arizona Strip features, such as the Dutchman and
Sunshine Loop Trails. However, we believe that the FEIS should provide more
thorough references to other proximate recreational designations in the ASFO 1992
RMP. For example, the annual Rhino Rally competitive motorcycle events have
occurred on BLM lands on both sides of the state line.

Response — The EIS has been revised to correct the changes requested by BLM.
The Rhino Rally noted in the EIS has been revised to include Arizona. Those
recreational resources that could be affected by the Southern Corridor project have
been noted in the EIS.

Comment — Dominguez-Escalante Trail/Old Spanish Trail. Additional information is
needed here to address recent Congressional legislation (2003) that designated the
Old Spanish Trail as part of the National Historic Trails system. One of the
alignments of the newly designated National Historic Trails crosses public lands on
the Arizona Strip, near the Utah state line; another passes along the upper Santa
Clara River and over Utah Hill in western Washington County, presumably within
the “study area,” but outside the proposed project area. Since the DEIS considers
effects to historic trails and displays them on Figure 3-9, additional information on
the recently designated Old Spanish Trail, at least the alignment near the project
area on the Arizona Strip should be included and any project-related impacts also
disclosed.

Response — Additional information regarding the Old Spanish Trail has been added
to the EIS. Since the trail is designated a National Historic Trail, information was
added to the historic, archaeological, and paleontological sections of the EIS
(Sections 3.15 and 4.15). In the study area, the trail follows the Fort Pearce Wash in
both Utah and Arizona. The Southern Corridor crosses the Fort Pearce Wash in
Utah; therefore, no direct impacts would occur in Arizona. In addition, no features
defining this resource are located in the portion of the Fort Pearce Wash crossed by
the Southern Corridor. Finally, given the flooding that occurs in the wash, a bridge
would be used to span the area limiting any ground impacts.
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C-59.20 Visual Resources 3.17 Comment — Figure 3-16 (Visual Resources Key Observation Points) includes one
point (KOP-1) just north of the state line, but none immediately south of the line.
This is arbitrary because visual observations and resources are not changed by the
presence of this line. We recommend that the FEIS provide some additional
observation points at appropriate locations within the Arizona Strip looking north.
The information from these points would explain how the visual resources would
change for Arizona Strip visitors and users.

Response — White Dome would be viewed from the both Arizona state land and
BLM-administered Arizona Strip land, so the analysis is valid. The visual analysis
was not arbitrary, but included the visual sensitive areas that were likely to be
impacted no matter where they were viewed from. Since no land in Arizona would
be impacted, no visual assessments were conducted in Arizona. In addition, a
visual survey was conducted from the Arizona Strip in July 2003, and it was
determined that there would be little impact to the visual environment because of
the intervening topography and the distance to the proposed Southern Corridor.
The analysis in the Final EIS has been updated to include information regarding
visual impacts to the Arizona Strip.

C-59.21 Land Use 4.1 Comment — As with Chapter 3, there are many places in Chapter 4 (Environmental
Consequences) where potential impacts on BLM-administered or state-owned lands
on the Arizona Strip are ignored or given short shrift. Indeed, the arbitrary limit on
the southern extent of the study area correlates with many of the missing or
deficient analyses of impacts. For example, the discussion about the number and
location of interchanges by alternative generally does not reference compatibility
with the ASFO 1992 RMP decisions nor what these interchanges may portend for
the new ASFO RMP planning process. The proposed interchange at River Road is
instructive. River Road proceeds south and becomes a primary travel corridor that
provides access deep into a more remote portion of the Arizona Strip, with
connections to roads that extend into the new Grand Canyon—Parashant National
Monument. Thus, the FEIS should address how the placement of interchanges near
the state line, including one at River Road, may impact Arizona Strip resources and
uses, even those farther to the south in more remote settings.

Response — As noted in the EIS, the exact locations of interchanges have not been
finalized because the exact nature of development is unknown. As the interchanges
are identified, separate environmental documentation will be prepared. However,
Section 4.1, Land Use, has been revised in the Final EIS to programmatically
analyze additional effects from the interchanges.
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C-59.22 Land Use 4.1 Comment — Section 4.1.2, Consistency with Plans and Policies. See comments
above concerning BLM requirements for disclosing project conformance with
management decisions from BLM's approved SGFO RMP (1999) and the need to
include other applicable federal and state plans in relevant sections of the DEIS.
Response — Section 4.1.2 has been revised to include a discussion of conformance
with BLM plans.
C-59.23 Threatened and 414 Comment — Section 4.14, Threatened and Endangered Species Impacts. We
Endangered question the discussion on page 4-86 that paraphrases management objectives and
Species direction from the BLM’s 1998 Proposed RMP (rather than the 1999 approved

RMP, which is the land use plan of record). This section focuses its “analysis” not
on the project-specific mitigation measures and/or environmental commitments
developed for the Southern Corridor project and how those might lessen or
eliminate project-related impacts on listed species, but rather on BLM’s
management objectives for listed species. This discussion appears to commit BLM
and other federal agencies to being somehow “responsible” for mitigating the
effects of the Southern Corridor on listed species. While BLM's approved SGFO
RMP (1999) does articulate broad management goals and objectives for at risk
species, these are not project-related mitigation, are always subject to funding and
staffing constraints, and may change over time, based on changing resource needs,
legislative mandates, and other factors. BLM's overall management objectives for
public lands would be more appropriately analyzed in the cumulative impacts
section, not as substitute here for an analysis of project-related impacts and the
efficacy of all proposed mitigation measures that are specific to the Southern
Corridor project.

Response — At the request of EPA, information on BLM management was put into
the introduction of this section as an overview of area management policies. BLM is
not responsible for the mitigation of listed species affected by the Southern
Corridor. The text noted in the EIS came from the Resource Management Plan.
Sections 4.14.1.5 and 4.14.2.5 detail the mitigation measures required as the result
of the proposed highway and how these might lessen impacts. The analysis does
not commit BLM to any mitigation, but only describes their current management
objectives to provide a context for the region. In addition, BLM management
objectives are noted in the cumulative impact analysis. The text has been revised to
clarify BLM Resource Management Plan objectives.
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C-59.24 Grazing Allotments  4.2.4 Comment — Section 4.2.4, Livestock Grazing. This analysis contains a number of
errors. It also fails to include a scenario for analysis that was requested by BLM-
SGFO, under which project-related effects to livestock grazing permit holders and
their operations on public lands would have been mitigated through purchase and
subsequent retirement of the grazing permits on those allotments where grazing
operations would be substantially disrupted and potentially made less economically
viable as a result of the disruptions. Also, we question whether any water
development costs would have to be borne by the permit holder, since the need to
replace or develop new water sources within affected allotments would have
resulted from construction of the Southern Corridor. We believe this to be an
erroneous conclusion.

Response — The EIS does include both the direct and indirect impacts to grazing
allotments. The analysis does address project-related effects on livestock including
any impacts the project would have on the economic viability of the property if
bisected by the proposed highway including removing water supplies. As part of the
analysis each permit holder was called and/or met with to obtain project specific
information. The EIS has been updated to remove the statement regarding the
permit holder being responsible for water development cost. In addition, the BLM
range specialist has been contacted to verify the analysis included in the Final EIS.

C-59.25 Water Body 412 Comment — Section 4.12.2.1. In the analysis of the No-Build (No-Action) Alternative,
Modification and the last paragraph of that section paraphrases language from the Proposed Dixie
Wildlife Field Office Resource Management Plan/Final EIS (1998) as BLM’s management
objectives and direction for public lands and resources. Technically, since an
approved RMP was put in place in 1999, the management objectives and direction
must be derived from that plan, rather than the Proposed RMP. The approved RMP
(1999) should be cited here.

Response — The text has been revised to include the 1999 Resource Management
Plan.
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C-59.26 Threatened and 3.14
Endangered

Species

C-59.27 Threatened and 4.14
Endangered

Species

11-170
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Comment — The DEIS’s species-specific descriptions, including those in Section
3.14.2 (Federally Listed Species), generally only address the potential impacts on
those species within the “study area.” Some of these descriptions also summarize
the status or trend of the species within Utah, without reference to their status or
trend in Arizona. As previously noted, species do not respect state boundaries and
the DEIS study area is arbitrarily narrow near the state line and does not address
impacts south of this line. The concern is that some of these descriptions—
particularly for the more mobile, sparsely distributed, rare, or wide-ranging
species—may be incomplete or inaccurate. Since the biological status and
requirements of these species are not affected by the presence of the state line or
any other legal boundary on a map, the analysis should not be artificially limited by
these lines. As such, the study area should be expanded southward in the FEIS, the
Arizona status or trend should be added where appropriate, and these species-
specific descriptions should be revised accordingly.

On the one hand, we recognize that even with the preceding revisions, in perhaps
the vast majority of cases, the outcome of the analysis may not change due to the
similarity of habitats on both sides of the state line and the relatively stable,
localized use of these habitats.

Response — The Arizona Game and Fish Department was contacted regarding
threatened and endangered species and the information added to the EIS. The
Holmgren milkvetch and desert tortoise were identified by the Department as
occurring in the study area. Trend data for Arizona for these species were also
included in the EIS. The cumulative impact analysis provided in the DEIS does
include habitat for these species in both Utah and Arizona.

Comment — On the other hand, we recognize that there are larger spatial scales
beyond the scope of the DEIS “study area” that may be relevant for some species,
but that were not considered in the DEIS. These species may tend to include those
with large home ranges or the need for greater seasonal or elevational movements.
It is important to analyze how impacts on both sides of the state line at this larger
scale may cumulatively affect these species. This is necessary in light of the new
scientific studies relating to landscape ecology and conservation biology. These
studies demonstrate the importance of not only ignoring legal lines on maps when
analyzing impacts on species, but also addressing the biological needs of different
species at varying scales to move to find food, water, or shelter, escape predators,
and reproduce. As you know, a project that directly or indirectly impedes such
species movements may have far more serious impacts than those associated with
the actual number of habitat acres physically converted for the project.

Response — See response to comment C-59.28.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number Resource Area EIS Section Comment/Response
C-59.28 Water Body 412 Comment — While the DEIS discusses wildlife movement and habitat fragmentation,
Modification and it does not specifically address how the proposed alternatives and interchange
Wildlife locations may affect the meta-population dynamics of potentially vulnerable

Southern Corridor Final EIS

species. This includes whether the Southern Corridor project in combination with
other developments will encircle or highly fragment habitats (such as those that
sometimes remain on undeveloped lands, such as steep slopes and floodplains), or
will significantly block the movement of some local species populations. Over time,
these impacts could cumulatively cause inbreeding depression and “sink”
populations (those where mortality exceeds recruitment). In turn, a combination of
such “sink” populations can add up to local or even regional declines or extirpations
for the affected species, and sometimes negatively contribute to the species’ overall
status and trend throughout its range. It is obvious that the development patterns in
the southern St. George Basin have the potential for much greater future disruption
of species habitats and movements. These impacts will occur at several spatial
scales, and may affect the future health and abundance of some species within the
Arizona Strip.

Response — Although there are no known movement corridors in the project area,
the FEIS has been modified to place more emphasis on the design of bridges
and/or large box culverts at most dry wash locations. This would allow wildlife to
move from one side of the highway to the other in more places that may coincide
with pre-project wildlife movement. This is in addition to the bridge proposed across
the Fort Pearce Wash riparian area.

While the project “study area” was defined graphically and in the text, for the
purposes of the EIS, as not extending into Arizona, the evaluation of the potential
for impacts on biological resources did take into account the potential movements
and use of the project area by species with large territories. We are well aware that
biological resources and their use of available habitat does not stop at, or coincide
with, city, county, state, or federal agency jurisdictional boundaries. The analysis of
the potential for impacts on biological resources, whether common, rare, or
sensitive species or habitats, in the EIS did take into account the regional
(landscape and/or ecosystem) level of population distributions, and the potential for
portions of the territories of the larger species to overlap with the project area.
Unless there is a large amount of future urban growth envisioned for that portion of
the Arizona Strip to the south of the St. George area and the proposed Southern
Corridor, restricted wildlife movement would primarily be from the local Arizona Strip
area to the south, and portions of Utah to the east, into the St. George and Virgin
River areas within the highway loop. With the implementation of design mitigations
that have been added to the FEIS which include more bridges and large box
culverts, the movement of wildlife would be allowed to continue. The greatest
impact on biological resources would be the ongoing urbanization of the area to the
north and west of the Southern Corridor.
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C-59.29 Mitigation 4.23

Summary

11-172
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While not specifically addressing meta-population dynamics of the potentially
vulnerable species, the EIS does address the potential for impacts on such species.
The impact of habitat fragmentation on such species due the proposed Southern
Corridor project is minor compared to the ongoing, and planned, urbanization of the
area that would continue regardless of whether the proposed roadway is
constructed. It is unlikely that the restriction of movement corridors from any meta-
populations within the area between the Virgin River and the Southern Corridor into
the Arizona Strip would affect the viability of the populations in the Strip. The
viability of populations of vulnerable species in the Arizona Strip is not expected to
change, since migration in and out of those populations would continue between
other populations to the north, east, west, and south that are outside of the
Southern Corridor loop. Impacts to biological resources in the Arizona Strip as a
result of the Southern Corridor project are expected to be minor.

Comment — Mitigation and Monitoring. Finally, we request that the FEIS include a
comprehensive and detailed listing, in one location or appendix, of all of the
proposed mitigation and monitoring activities or projects associated with the
construction and maintenance of the Southern Corridor. This listing should describe
which agency is responsible for implementing each proposed activity or project, the
estimated amount and availability of funds and staff necessary for implementation,
the timeline or schedule for initiating and completing implementation, and the
monitoring that will be done to determine relative effectiveness. This listing should
also describe what remedies exist, if any, in the event that a proposed activity or
project is not funded, initiated, completed, or otherwise effective. The subjects of
mitigation and monitoring are very important, and need this level of detail and
accountability. Otherwise, the public may suspect that mitigation and monitoring
commitments in the FEIS are vague, illusory, or not otherwise taken seriously by
the responsible agencies.

Response — Table 4.23-1 in the DEIS does provide a comprehensive listing of all
the mitigation measures listed in the EIS. The responsible parties for the mitigation
and when the mitigation would be initiated have been added to the table. In
addition, a discussion of mitigation monitoring, cost, and overall implementation
strategy has been added to the EIS. Costs for the mitigation including necessary
staff are included in the overall project cost, and UDOT or their designated
contractor will implement mitigation. Because the final mitigation plan and overall
implementation are considered in the design and/or construction contract, specific
cost data and implementation strategies cannot be identified at this time.
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John Harja — Utah C-60.1 Historic, 3.14

Governor’s Office of Archaeological,

Planning and Budget and Paleontological
Resources

C-60.2 Economic Impacts 4.5

Comment — Utah Geological Survey personnel have noted that the DEIS, page 3-
59, indicates that a paleontological survey was completed and refers the reader to
Appendix H (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) for the survey report.
However, Appendix H includes the results of only the Cultural Resources Survey
that was conducted by Montgomery Archaeological Consultants, and does not
include results from the Paleontological Survey Report conducted by A. Hamblin as
a subcontract to the above report. This report includes an expanded list of geologic
formations exposed in the project area that have the potential for yielding significant
fossil localities, including the Jurassic Moenave and Kayenta Formations. These
formations should be added to paragraph 1 of Section 3.15.2.4 (Paleontological
Resources Inventory) at page 3-59. In addition, although paleontological mitigation
recommendations are included in Section 4.15 (Impacts on Historic, Archaeological,
and Paleontological Resources), page 4-101, the Paleontology Report, or a
summary, should be included in Appendix H for completeness, and to accurately
reflect the title of Appendix H.

Response — A summary of the paleontological report has been added to the EIS. To
protect these resources, site-specific data and maps were not included in the EIS.
The formations in Section 3.15.2.4 have been updated to include all potential
formations.

Comment — For completeness and balance, impacts on future energy and mineral
development should be addressed in the DEIS. Generally new or improved road
access benefits energy and mineral development. Careful route planning can
provide topographic screening of existing and potential development sites, which
will make development more palatable to the public. Oil has been produced in small
quantities from the Pennsylvanian Callville Limestone at the Anderson Junction field
northeast of Toquerville and from the Triassic Moenkopi Formation at the Virgin
field northeast of the town of Virgin. The Callville Limestone, Moenkopi Formation,
and other stratigraphic units have speculative potential in other parts of Washington
County. Much of Washington County has geothermal potential. The Southern
Corridor area also has significant resources of sand and gravel, crushed stone,
building stone, ornamental stone, and silica sand.

Response — Section 4.5, Economic Impacts, notes that no mining activities or
mineral areas would be affected. Currently, there are no developed energy
resources or other mineral development areas along the proposed alternatives. The
alternatives selected were based on input from the County, local cities, and BLM
based on desires to minimize impacts to natural resources and to be consistent with
proposed development patterns and land use and resource management plans.
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C-60.3 Alternatives 2.0

C-60.4 Recreation 4.3.8

Resources

11-174
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Comment — Potential geologic hazards in the region that could affect the alignments
may include slope instability (landslides, rockfall) and problem soils (shrink/swell
and/or collapsible). The Utah Department of Transportation may want to consider
geologic hazards at this point in the decision-making process as part of the
feasibility analysis and safety evaluations. The Utah Geological Survey has general
hazards information available for review at their offices.

Response — A geologic survey of the project area was conducted and used in
roadway design. Final considerations of potential geologic hazards are accounted
for in the 100% design and by the construction contractor.

Comment — The Utah Division of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) has
expressed concern about Alternative D, the proposed 2800 West alignment as
described in Section 2.2.4, page 2-26 of the DEIS and the resulting effects on the
recently dedicated Sand Hollow State Park.

State Parks personnel reviewed the DEIS as managers of Sand Hollow State Park
with the responsibility of providing a positive experience for those who visit and
recreate at the park. Consequently, while State Parks personnel support the project
in general, they are concerned that the proposed 2800 West alignment, which runs
directly through the park, would not be consistent with the needs of the park and
would have negative impacts on park visitors, park resources, and proposed future
park development.

If implemented, the 2800 West alignment would create potential physical and
esthetic barriers separating the reservoir area from the Sand Mountain portion of
the park and blocking recreational access. This is inconsistent with park planning
efforts calling for more open recreational access and opportunities to the Sand
Mountain parcel within the park, as reflected in the Sand Hollow Recreation Area
Recreation Management Plan (September 2001). The 2800 West alignment would
likely require relocation of the proposed OHV campground and facilities at the foot
of Sand Mountain and would negatively impact OHV use that occurs in this area,
The park setting also would be altered significantly.
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The 4300 West or 3400 West alignments would have less of an impact on the park
since these routes would not encroach park boundaries. For these reasons, State
Parks has recommended that the 4300/3400 West, 4300 West and the 3400 West
alignment alternatives, as outlined in the DEIS, be considered as favorable
alignment alternatives for implementation in the area near Sand Hollow State Park.

The department concurs with the concerns identified by State Parks regarding the
2800 West alignment. Additionally, the department concludes that the DEIS
document itself does not adequately address the potential impacts of the proposed
2800 West alignment on Sand Hollow State Park. The DEIS addresses the
“proposed Sand Hollow Recreation Area” (DEIS, page 3-3) but does not
acknowledge the Sand Hollow State Park.

Response — The EIS has been revised to include a more detailed discussion of
impacts to the state park. At the time of release of the DEIS, Sand Hollow was not
officially designated as a state park. This change has been made for the Final EIS.
As noted in the analysis and the comment above, the potential impacts would be
associated with blocking access between the SRMA and the state park. UDOT met
with State Parks in August 2003 to further discuss park access. To avoid issues
associated with access, and to be consistent with the recreation plan, the proposed
alternative would follow an alignment similar to the commuter road shown in the
plan. If the 2800 West Alternative is selected, UDOT would work with all applicable
agencies to ensure that appropriate access between the two recreation areas is
maintained. Because the commuter road was selected as the alignment, relocating
park facilities would not be required. The mitigation in Section 4.3.8 has been
revised to provide more details regarding access.

C-60.5 Recreation 4.3.8 Comment — The DEIS references the Sand Hollow Recreation Area Recreation
Resources Management Plan (May 2001) and includes as Figure 5-2 at page 5-9, Plate 7:

Proposed Facilities, from the recreation management plan. However, the DEIS
does not include Plate 6: Potential Recreation Opportunities, from the recreation
management plan, which more accurately represents the planned development of
Sand Hollow State Park. This information is necessary to adequately assess the
potential impacts to the state park. The department recommends that the DEIS be
revised to adequately consider Sand Hollow State Park in the analysis.

Response — See response to comment C-60.4. Plate 7 shows the location of the
proposed commuter road that would likely become the 2800 West Alternative and
best displays the proposed alternative in relation to park facilities. Plate 6 noted in
the comment is general in nature and shows facilities associated with the Sand
Mountain SRMA but not specific facilities near the Southern Corridor. Plate 6 has
been added to the EIS.
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Gary S. Espin — City
of St. George

Gene Sturzenegger —
Winding River Realty
Utah

11-176

C-60.6 Permits and
Clearances

C-61.1 Smart Growth

C-61.2 Purpose and Need

C-62.1 Alternatives

4.22

6.0

1.0

2.0

Comment — The proposed project may require a permit, known as an Approval
Order, from the Utah Division of Air Quality (UDAQ). If any rock-crushing plants,
asphalt plants, or concrete batch plants are located at the site, an Approval Order
from UDAQ will be required for operation of the equipment. In addition, the project
is subject to R307-205-3, Fugitive Dust, since the project will have a short-term
impact on air quality due to the fugitive dust that is generated during the excavation
and construction phases of the project. A copy of the rules is found at
www.rules.utah.gov/ publicat/code/r307/r307.htm.

Response — Comment noted. The EIS notes in Section 4.22, Permits and
Clearances, that an Approval Order would be required for the project.

Comment — Section 6.6 indicates that the City is in the process of revising its Land
Use Plan and has a Draft General Plan. On July 11, 2002, the St. George City
Council adopted the revised and updated General Plan for land use development in
the city. The plan contains numerous policy statements incorporating smart growth
concepts designed to preserve open space and promote water and energy
conservation.

Response — Comment noted. The St. George smart growth initiatives were noted in
Chapter 6, Smart Growth.

Comment — In 1996, the 62,000-acre Red Cliffs Desert Reserve was created under
the premise that creation of the Reserve would free up the other private lands within
the city for development. This has shifted development to other areas of the city
including the South Block along the Utah-Arizona border. For many years, the City
has been coordinating planning efforts with major landowners in this area such as
Leucadia and SITLA to establish a detailed Master Plan for development. Any effort
to expand reserve concepts into other areas of the city would undermine the
integrity of development concepts established when the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve
was implemented.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — Winding River Properties is opposed to both the 3400 West and 4300
West Alternatives. The type of transportation facility being planned, most
importantly the limited intersections, will negatively impact access and quality of life
of the total community currently being planned for the 2,200+ acres owned by
Winding River. Further, plans for the development of the property have been
occurring for several years and the development process is continuing. Waiting
years for the planning of the Southern Corridor to progress to the point where the
property can be developed with the “Corridor” in mind isn’t an option.

Response — Comment noted.
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Alan D. Gardner,
James J. Eardley,
and Jay Ence —
Washington County
Commission

April 2005

C-63.1

C-63.2

C-63.3

Purpose and Need

Alternatives

Purpose and Need

1.0

2.0

1.0

Comment — We consider circulation and transportation in southern Washington
County to be the most serious and severe condition that this county faces and will
continue to face in the next 20 years. As you are aware, our population nearly
doubles every 10 years and has done so for the last 40 years. This means that by
the next census, we will be approaching the 200,000 mark in population.

With valleys surrounded by hills and with a river flowing through the center, there
are only so many places that roads can be built. We can expand water systems,
sewer systems, and electrical power availability, but at some point in the near
future, we will be faced with gridlock on our streets and highways unless we can
address seriously the traffic problem in the area.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — We disagree that the Southern Corridor will have little impact on I-15. If
some of that east-west traffic can be funneled off the freeway, it may be kept from
becoming a “city street” as soon. We do agree that whether the Southern Corridor is
built or not, I-15 will continue to become more congested requiring additional traffic
lanes particularly between St. George and Anderson Junction. On the other hand,
any east-west movement of vehicles in the county can only help to alleviate the
situation.

We would expect that one of the first segments to be built will be the section from I-
15 to the new airport. This is a section that, along with the freeway interchange,
should be under construction as soon as possible to have it completed when it is
needed. However, the section should continue past the airport to SR 9.

Response — As shown in Table 2.1-1, 2030 LOS, No-Build and Build Alternatives,
the Southern Corridor would increase traffic on I-15 around the proposed Atkinville
interchange but would decrease after the Green Springs interchange in eastern St.
George.

Comment — Washington County originally created the Southern Corridor Committee
to look at the feasibility of creating a highway from SR 59 near Hildale to I-15. We
still feel that this road is needed even if the Southern Corridor is constructed.

Response — Comment noted.
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11-178

C-63.4

C-63.5

Alternatives

Alternatives

2.0

2.0

Comment — As to the three alternatives proposed for the Hurricane portion of the
roadway as it ties into SR 9, this is primarily a Hurricane City decision. We would
accept any of those alignments, but prefer the 4300 West alignment for the
following reasons:

e Because of the increased cost and distance of the alternative connecting to 2600
West, and the fact that it forces traffic around the Sand Hollow Reservoir, this is
our third choice. The cost of constructing this road from the Washington Dam
road area to the top of the bluff west of the reservoir would be comparable to
constructing SR 9 from the intersection of Old Highway 91 to the Virgin River. A
very difficult, costly, and unnecessary expense.

e Because of the extra time and distance involved, we would expect that it would
carry significantly less traffic across the county, nullifying the most important
reason for building the road, that of moving traffic.

¢ We have no problem with the 3400 West alignment except that it goes through
the center of a planned large-scale development. This alignment could cause
problems with future development.

e The farther west the connection to SR 9 is made, the more traffic that will use that
route which will better help to spread traffic through the county.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — The area served by the Southern Corridor will be developed with or

without this important artery. To develop that much presently vacant land and to

add that much additional population to the southern valleys of the county without
major traffic carriers will bring about the gridlock we spoke about earlier.

We cannot overemphasize the importance of regional planning for transportation
throughout the southern part of the county. Four of the cities are identified as a
metropolitan planning area. The technical staff of these cities, along with Hurricane,
have been trying to address traffic problems, identify common routes, coordinate
street locations and design standards, etc. for several years. This corridor is an
important part of the planning effort. In addition to the alignment from I-15 to SR 9,
we hope that the Department of Transportation will not forget about the alignment
from I-15 to Santa Clara and Ivins on the west side of the valley. That segment of
the corridor is also badly needed for the long-range development of these areas.
Perhaps when this study is finally approved, UDOT might consider doing a similar
study for the area west of I-15.

Response — Comment noted.
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Gregg Frohman

David Orr

Lisa Mills

Maria Tilelli

April 2005

C-63.6

C-63.7

C-64

C-65

C-66

C-67

Alternatives

Alternatives

20

2.0

Comment — It is important that this corridor be identified and protected from
development at this point. It will be difficult enough to construct the roadway if the
corridor is protected, let alone the problems that it would bring if development was
allowed and developed land had to be purchased for a right-of-way.

Response — Protecting the corridor from development would be the responsibility of
the city and county governments.

Comment — Finally, for many years there was a roadway planned from what is now

the Snow Canyon Parkway to I-15 at about the proposed Mile Post 13 interchange.

When the Desert Tortoise HCP was put in place, it eliminated the likelihood that this
roadway will ever be built as it was originally planned.

One of the major considerations for working on the HCP was that it would free up
the balance of the county to allow development to continue. We recognize that
there are some problems particularly with endangered plants and possibly an
eagle’s nest in the Southern Corridor alignment, but these are minor when
considering that we gave up 60—70,000 acres of land north of the cities, most of
which had good potential for development, to allow development elsewhere. We
have done that in good faith and would hate to think that the environmental
community would attempt to stop construction of this roadway after what we have
already given up.

Response — Comment noted. Throughout the EIS it is noted that development
south of the project area is limited because of the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve.

Comment — Same as comments C-46.1 through C-46.4 (comments from C-64 are
the same as those from C-46).

Response — See response to comments C-46.1 through C-46.4.

Comment — Same as comments C-46.1 through C-46.4 (comments from C-64 are
the same as those from C-46).

Response — See response to comments C-46.1 through C-46.4.

Comment — Same as comments C-46.1 through C-46.4 (comments from C-64 are
the same as those from C-46).

Response — See response to comments C-46.1 through C-46.4.

Comment — Same as comments C-46.1 through C-46.4 (comments from C-64 are
the same as those from C-46).

Response — See response to comments C-46.1 through C-46.4.
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Commenter and Comment
Affiliation Number Resource Area EIS Section Comment/Response
Jere Gimbell C-68.1 Alternatives 2.0 Comment — Please allow the forward progress of a highway between a new
interchange on I-15 south of Bloomington and State Route 9 on the west side of
Hurricane.
Response — Comment noted.
Janet Gillette C-69.1 Comment — See comment C-46.1.
Response — See response to comment C-46.1.
C-69.2 Comment — See comment C-46.2.
Response — See response to comment C-46.2.
C-69.3 Comment — See comment C-46.3.
Response — See response to comment C-46.3.
C-69.4 Comment — See comment C-46.4.
Response — See response to comment C-46.4.
C-69.5 Environmental 4.0 Comment — If we keep promoting development sprawl, we will no longer have this
Consequences lovely country to enjoy.
Response — Comment noted.
C-69.6 Smart Growth 6.0 Comment — Where is the water going to come from to meet the needs of the
increased population which will fill all those housing developments?
Response — See response to comment C-35.1.
Kirsten Shaw Fox C-70 Comment — Same as comments C-46.1 through C-46.4 (comments from C-64 are
the same as those from C-46).
Response — See response to comment C-46.
Henry R. Maddux — C-71.1 Water Body 412 Comment — We are concerned about the fragmentation of natural wildlife habitat

USFWS, Utah Field
Office

11-180

Modification and
Wildlife Impacts

unavoidably cause[d] by roads. To minimize those impacts to small mammals and
reptiles, we suggest the liberal utilization of passage structures (i.e. large culverts,
bridges, etc.) at all significant wildlife crossing points of the proposed highway.
Many, but not all, of these passage structures would have a dual use as necessary
drainage structures. Regular drainage structures should be evaluated for and, if
need be, modified for this dual use.

Response — The Final EIS has been revised to include mitigation to improve wildlife
passage. The passage structures would use the numerous drainages that cross the
highway.
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C-71.2 Threatened and
Endangered
Species

C-71.3 Alternatives

C-71.4 Affected
Environment,
Environmental
Consequences

April 2005

4.14

20

3.0,4.0

Comment — In addition to small terrestrial vertebrates, we have a concern for insect
pollinators, especially for the listed plant species discussed above. Fragmentation
of natural wild land habitat has the potential to reduce genetic flow between
populations of native species, including plants. This can be critical to the long-term
viability of rare plants, such as those federally listed species in the vicinity of the
Southern Corridor highway. In the future, we expect that much of the natural wild
land habitat adjacent to the Southern Corridor highway will be developed for
commercial, residential, and industrial uses. This will further isolate populations of
those federally listed rare plant populations not directly displaced by those
developments. The highway right-of-way outside the area physically occupied by
the highway should be managed as a corridor for pollinator movement throughout
the entire length of the proposed highway, especially at the western segment near
Atkinville Wash and White Dome and central segment near Warner Ridge. At
present, we do not have any specific conservation recommendations for the
highway right-of-way other than leaving it in its natural state. However, we will
continue to discuss this issue as new information becomes available.

Response — The EIS includes the recommendations provided by USFWS regarding
managing the right-of-way to minimize impacts to pollinator species.

Comment — We believe the 4300 West Alternative has the least impacts to wildlife
due to its shorter length and thus lesser impact to natural wildlife habitat. The 2800
West Alternative conversely would have the greatest negative impact to wildlife due
to its greater length and the fact that its additional length is a function of its passing
near the Sand Hollow Reservoir and adjacent natural wild lands of its surrounding
Utah state park.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — The following are specific suggestions keyed to the text of the Southern
Corridor DEIS:

e Page 3-48: Pediocactus sileri is federally listed as threatened, not endangered.

e Page 4-72: Add African mustard (Malcolmia africana) to the list of invasive
weeds.

e Page 4-86: Change “May affect, not likely to affect” to “May affect, not likely to
adversely affect”.

e Page 4-100: Change Holmgren milkvetch habitat ratio of BLM to state land from
44%:66% to 44%:56%.

e Page 4-122: FWS incidental take permits apply to animals only, not plants.
Response — The noted revisions have been made to the EIS.
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Hank Isaksen —
Outlaw Ridge
Development Co.

Deloss S. Hammon —
Alliance Consulting

Darrell Hercyk

Judith Allison

R.G. Smith

Sharon Orygill

11-182

C-72.1 Alternatives 2.0

C-73.1

C-74

C-75

T-01.1 Alternatives 2.2

T-02.1 Alternatives 2.2

Southern Corridor Final EIS

Comment — I'm opposed to both the 3400 West and 4300 West Alternatives as they
have been presented. The alignment and limited-access facility being planned will
limit access to my proposed development and, in my opinion, will ruin the quality of
life of the Outlaw Ridge community currently being planned.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — Attached is a Land Use Plan, Slope Analysis, and a proposed Southern
Corridor alignment for your review. We feel the proposed alignment best serves
both the future development and the environmental needs of the project. [The maps
mentioned in this comment are included in the project’s Administrative Record.]

Response — The proposed alignment shift was reviewed by both UDOT and FHWA.
The alignment shift is a minor change in the 2800 West Alternative, and the
analysis in the EIS generally accounts for the anticipated environmental impacts.
Although the specifics of the alignment are not analyzed, the analysis does not
preclude the alignment from being considered in the future during final design.
However, additional biological and cultural surveys to cover the alignment shift will
need to be conducted and provided to FHWA so that the appropriate environmental
analysis can be performed. It should also be noted that the current 2800 West
alignment in the EIS was developed in consultation with Washington County, the
local cities, and federal resource agencies and therefore was included in the EIS.

Comment — Same as comments C-46.1 through C-46.4 (comments from C-64 are
the same as those from C-46).

Response — See response to comments C-46.1 through C-46.4.

Comment — Same as comments C-46.1 through C-46.4 (comments from C-64 are
the same as those from C-46).

Response — See response to comments C-46.1 through C-46.4.

Comment — I'm here to make a comment that this area is growing, and we need
another road to link 1-15 to State Road 9, roughly, I'd say, 3400 South in Hurricane,
that land clear without a bunch of homes in the way. They could put a four-lane
highway. This area is growing. We have to get rid of this congestion. The freeway in
St. George now can't handle all this in-come. It's just too much.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — And after looking at all the maps and things that we’ve looked at on the
tables, | feel like it would be best for the Corridor to come out at 3400 West. It
seems like a perfect road for it to come out on as opposed to the others. It would be
less congested at 3400 West.

Response — Comment noted.

April 2005
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T-02.2 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — | think it would be a detriment if it came out on 4300 West, because
they’d have to take out part of our park to get it in there. So | think it would be more
congested there and more expensive to put an interchange in there. Plus we have
lots of traffic.

Response — The 4300 West Alternative would not impact any parks near SR 9.
Under the 4300 West Alternative, an interchange would need to be constructed at
SR 9 to address safety.
Dale V. Orgill T-03.1 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — | feel that it should come out at 3400.
Response — Comment noted.
Margaret Pamela T-04.1 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — 3400 is better for sight, but | think in the long run 2800 West is a better
Humphries alternative to exit onto SR 9. It not only opens up property, but it also helps alleviate
some of the traffic in the south fields of Hurricane.
Response — Comment noted.

T-04.2 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — 4300 is a very bad choice for the way the traffic comes in and out right
there anyway, and that’s all we need is to have an interchange and more of a
bottleneck.

Response — Comment noted. The proposed interchange at 4300 West and SR 9
would minimize congestion if this alternative is selected.

Mrs. Dubois T-05.1 Purpose and Need 1.8 Comment — | think the project should be on the east side of town, not on the west
side.
Response — See response to comment C-22.3.

T-05.2 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — | am against the 4300 exit because it's very unsafe. You have a lot of
old people that are retired, and you already have people getting killed in that area,
and | think it's a very, very bad idea.

Response — Comment noted.

T-05.3 Alternatives 2.2 Comment — | am against 3400 because that's where | live. Before | bought my
house, | know it had a city park right there off 9. My view is on a mountain at Quail
Lake. Now my property is worth nothing. | wouldn’t be able to sleep, it would be
very noisy. | think it is absolutely terrible.

Response — The 3400 West Alternative would not impact any city park. Because
the exact location of your house is not known, we cannot predict whether noise
levels would increase as a result of the 3400 West Alternative.

April 2005 Southern Corridor Final EIS 11-183



Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

Commenter and
Affiliation

Comment
Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

Mr. Dubois

Mrs. Thomas Blake

Brent Clove

11-184

T-05.4

T-06.1

T-07.1

T-08.1

T-08.2

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

2.2

2.2

2.2

2.2

2.2

Comment — | think 2800 may be the best in your project, which as | said, the east
side is much better than the west side. Concerning 2800, it is the best of the three
because of the development of Sand Hollow Reservoir and sand dunes, for the
recreation areas that have already received a lot of advertising.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — The intersection of 4300 is rather dangerous right now for the gas
station and retirement community, and the visibility is almost impossible trying to
turn. We've seen a number of accidents in the year we've lived here.

Response — Comment noted. If the 4300 West Alternative is selected, an
interchange would be constructed to minimize safety hazards.

Comment —We don’t want a road through our property. We had to give up some
before. We don’t want to give up this. It's 4300. I think it should be one of the other
routes, not that one. | think that's a very dangerous place to have it come out on this
intersection, where the service station is there, Berry Springs, because there’s
already been accidents there. With all of the traffic that comes out this way, | think
it's a dangerous place.

Response — Comment noted. If the 4300 West Alternative is selected, an
interchange would be constructed to minimize safety hazards.

Comment — Out of the three proposals, not too interested in any of the three;
however, | guess I'd go with the one that’s the farthest east, which is the 2800 West
one.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — A concern is just like with the corridor between Hurricane and the
Washington/Hurricane exit, they’re planning on putting in stop lights. And the farther
west that we put this corridor, the more likelihood that there will be a stop light
between the corridor—additional stop lights between the corridor and Hurricane
over the present condition. So it would ruin the effectiveness of the corridor by
having to go through extra stop lights. So | would prefer to have the one that’s
farther east.

Response — The 4300 West Alternative would increase traffic on SR 9 west of the
connection by 7% and the 3400 West Alternative by 9% over the No-Build
Alternative. This increase in daily traffic should not warrant additional traffic lights
other than those required under the No-Build Alternative.
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Burton L. Sant

David Hyatt

Desiree Whitehead

Kenneth L. Allison

April 2005

T-09.1

T-10.1

T-11.1

T-12.1

T-12.2

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

Alternatives

2.2

2.2

2.2

2.2

2.2

Comment — | think probably for Hurricane Valley the 2800 would probably be the
best route. It would cut down congestion on SR 9 going toward the freeway.

Response — Comment noted. See Table 2.1-1. The 2800 West Alternative would
result in the least amount of traffic using SR 9 to I-15.

Comment — | think we should just do the least obtrusive thing, go down around
Sand Hollow, and that way it has less impact on the public. That land hasn’t been
developed yet, and it would make sense to go that route.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | like the 2800 West Alternative because it will affect the least amount
of people at this time and opens up a greater amount of area for growth. The private
property that would have to be purchased on the other two alternatives would be
more expensive and in the long run | think would cost more to purchase the
property in order to run the roads through there. So | prefer the 2800 West
Alternative.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — | am commenting because | want to express my concerns about the
cost of putting this road through. My estimation is that the shortest possible distance
requires less maintenance, less installation, less right-of-way confrontations, less
problems with right-of-way or achieving right-of-way. It requires—the shortest route
requires less damage to the Red Cliffs area. There's going—the longer route
around Sand Hollow is going to require a lot more blasting to get off that hill.

Response — Comment noted. The 4300 West Alternative is the shortest route and
would likely have the least amount of maintenance cost; however, the 3400 West
Alternative is the lowest-cost alternative followed by the 4300 West Alternative.
Because the Washington County Water Conservancy District stated that they would
donate part of the right-of-way along the 2800 West Alternative, this alternative has
the lowest right-of-way cost but the highest overall costs as a result of the overall
roadway length. The 2800 West Alternative would require heavy construction over
the ridge to the Sand Hollow area.

Comment — | think the feasible one, probably the least expensive one, is the one in
the center, which is—3400 West is probably the most feasible.

Response — Comment noted.

Southern Corridor Final EIS 11-185



Chapter 11: Comments on the Draft EIS

Commenter and
Affiliation

Comment
Number

Resource Area

EIS Section

Comment/Response

Mary Farrington

Lowell Elmer —
Director, Dixie
Metropolitan Planning
Organization

Melvin L. Lloyd

11-186

T-12.3

T-13.1

T-14.1

T-14.2

T-14.3

T-15.1

Alternatives

Alternatives

Purpose and Need

Alternatives

Purpose and Need

Alternatives

2.2

2.2

1.8

2.2

1.8

2.2

Comment-The road that’s on the west side, which is 4300 West, which goes by all
the existing sewer ponds, would require an overpass because of the traffic
conditions there. But my challenge for that argument that would be one of these
days we're going to have an overpass there anyway, because they've put an exit at
that point to the public recreation area at Sand Hollow.

Response — The 4300 West Alternative does include an interchange with SR 9.

Comment — | feel the same way [as Kenneth Allison].
Response — Comment noted.

Comment — The Southern Corridor is one of our highest-priority projects. As a
matter of fact, if | was to rank them, it would be number two in our current priority list
for the Dixie MPO area. And so we’d like to see it constructed as soon as possible.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — We recognize that the first leg between Atkinville interchange and the
area near the St. George relocation, airport would be our first priority for the
Southern Corridor, which is right now our second priority of all of our needs that we
have in the area.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — Dixie is where most of the growth is going to occur, not just the airport
but a lot of development and growth, commercial and residential. It is one of the few
places left for growth to go. And the area is growing about five and a half percent
per year. We see that continuing for some time. It may taper off a little bit. The
Southern Corridor is an important link in the belt loop that we would like to see
constructed here to help relieve traffic on our existing arterials and collector roads in
the Dixie area.

Response — Comment noted.

Comment — My comment is if they’re gonna build this road, they need to make sure
that they fund maintenance for it so that the people that are having to do that
maintenance right now aren’t overburdened more than they are.

Response — Comment noted. Roadway maintenance would be conducted by the
local cities, Washington County, or the State depending on the final route
designation (local or state road).
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